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Abstract 
The Australian labour market has transformed in important ways over the last five decades. 
Changes include the emergence of new employment forms characterised by non-standard 
schedules, job insecurity, long work hours, and underemployment, as well as increases in 
women’s involvement in paid work –particularly amongst mothers. These changes have had 
implications for the organisation of childcare and the resources available to parents to facilitate 
child development, which raises questions about potential flow-on impacts on child wellbeing. 
In this thesis I investigate how maternal employment and a set of maternal job characteristics 
(work hours, job flexibility and job security) are associated with children’s socio-emotional 
functioning in contemporary Australia. In doing so, I contribute to current knowledge in several 
ways. First, I expand the scant body of research devoted to analysing whether and how maternal 
job characteristics, as opposed to maternal employment, influence children’s socio-emotional 
outcomes. Second, I move beyond previous studies of overall children’s socio-emotional func-
tioning by considering two distinct components: internalising problems and externalising prob-
lems. Third, I provide new findings for the Australian context that complements the evidence 
base for countries such as the UK and the US. Fourth, I deploy panel regression methods to 
better understand the relationships of interest, superseding previous cross-sectional attempts. 
Fifth, I am the first to use the family resources framework to theorise the mechanisms linking 
maternal job characteristics and children’s socio-emotional outcomes.  
My empirical analyses rely on longitudinal data from the Longitudinal Study of Australian 
Children, a biannual cohort study which tracks a national sample of Australian children be-
tween the years 2004 and 2014. I draw two different analytical samples. The first encompasses 
children living with two biological parents (20,215 observations, 6,402 children) and is used 
to examine the impact of maternal employment. The second is restricted to children living in 
dual-earner households (13,472 observations, 5,018 children) and is used to examine the im-
pact of maternal job characteristics. Children’s socio-emotional outcomes are operationalised 
using different measures based on the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire. The data are 
analysed by means of bivariate techniques (t tests and ANOVA tests) and random-effect panel 
regression models. 
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My findings indicate that, in contemporary Australia, children of employed mothers display 
better overall socio-emotional functioning than children of non-employed mothers, as well as 
lower rates of internalising and externalising problems. However, there is variation in socio-
emotional functioning according to differences in work hours. Mothers who work full time 
hours or who have long hours of part time employment have children with poorer socio-emo-
tional functioning than mothers who are employed for a shorter number of hours each week. 
Nevertheless, longer maternal work hours were only associated with higher rates of external-
ising (but not of internalising) child problem behaviours. Maternal job flexibility showed a 
weak positive association with children’s socio-emotional functioning overall, and with exter-
nalising (but not internalising) problem behaviours. Job insecurity, however, was strongly as-
sociated with poorer outcomes across all three dimensions, and particularly with internalising 
problems. Most of the statistically significant effects were also large in magnitude, and there-
fore substantially significant. While factors capturing parental resources such as parental men-
tal health, parenting practices and household income were found to influence children’s socio-
emotional outcomes, these failed to mediate the associations between maternal employment 
and job characteristics and children’s socio-emotional outcomes. This suggests that other 
mechanisms are at play. 
These findings have important implications for policy and practice. For example, they can be 
used to contextualise contemporary debates about maternal labour force participation and its 
likely impacts on children, work-family balance, or the intergenerational transmission of ine-
quality. They also point to the need to consider job characteristics and the different components 
of socio-emotional outcomes in child research to gain a fuller and more nuanced picture of how 
parental work arrangements influence child development. 
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Chapter One: Introduction  
In this chapter I briefly outline key changes in the Australian labour market focusing specifically on 
women’s labour market participation. I then discuss the relationship between maternal employment 
and child development and introduce three key characteristics of maternal employment that guide the 
analyses: maternal work hours, maternal job security, and maternal job flexibility. Finally, I specify 
the key aims and contributions of my research and outline the structure of the thesis.  
The Changing Australian Labour Market and Women’s Employment 
The Australian labour market, in line with other advanced economies (Kalleberg, 2009), has been 
subject to large structural changes over the past few decades. For instance, the female employment 
rate increased from 39.9 percent in 1978 to 55.3 percent in 2015, whereas the male employment rate 
decreased from 75 to 66.8 percent (ABS, 2015). Over the same period, the percentage of employed 
women who worked full-time decreased from 66.3 to 53.8 percent, as did the percentage of employed 
men who worked full-time, from 95 to 82.3 percent (ABS, 2015). Further, during this time new work 
characteristics have emerged or become more prevalent (Productivity-Commission, 2014). Many jobs 
no longer follow a traditional work schedule with five days of work per week and eight hours of work 
per day, as was the case between World War II and the 1970s (Costa, 1998). Rather, today jobs often 
feature short-term, casual or fixed-term contracts, demand more geographical mobility, and involve 
work during non-social and non-standard hours (Shomos, Turner, & Will, 2013). 
These labour market changes have had adverse impacts on workers and their families (Shomos, 
Turner, & Will, 2013) including increased job insecurity (Esping-Andersen, 1993) and underemploy-
ment (Crettaz, 2011).1 They have also been associated with changes in family life, including new 
familial and economic roles for women, particularly mothers (Craig & Mullan, 2012b). By 2011, 67 
percent of children between the ages of 0 and 14 years lived in dual-earner households. In 42.7 percent 
of these households’ mothers had full-time jobs (ABS, 2011b). Hence, for many mothers, paid em-
ployment –including full-time and non-standard employment– is now part of their lives. Traditional 
                                               
1  It is also the case that some changes in the labour market have had positive impacts. For example, the increase in female 
labour market participation boosts female earnings and this is associated with increased economic independency amongst 
women.  
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family models in which men take the role of breadwinners and women take the role of caregivers are 
fading, and men’s and women’s involvement in paid work, childcare and housework are slowly con-
verging (Craig & Mullan, 2012). Therefore, the home environments in which children grow up today 
are profoundly different than was the case 50 years ago (Craig et al., 2014, p. 566). Specifically, 
mothers are more likely to be employed and to experience progressively more heterogeneous work 
circumstances, with flow-on consequences for household arrangements. The implications of these 
changes are far reaching, including the possibility that maternal employment characteristics affect 
their children’s functioning and development. In this thesis, I focus on the potential consequences of 
maternal employment and job characteristics on the socio-emotional and behavioral functioning of 
children in contemporary Australia. 
Child Development: The Importance of the Early Years 
Childhood (and particularly early childhood) is the most important period for skill acquisition and 
development (Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000). This is because the brain’s architecture and the process of 
skill formation are strongly determined by individuals’ experiences during childhood, and because 
higher-order skills are built upon basic skills cultivated early in life (Knudsen et al, 2006). In the 
terminology of life-course theory, early childhood is a ‘sensitive’ or ‘critical’ period for child devel-
opment (Conti & Heckman, 2014). Sensitive periods occur when exposure to a certain factor has a 
stronger developmental effect on individuals’ outcomes than it would at other time periods, whereas 
critical periods occur when exposure to a certain factor during a specific time period has lasting or 
lifelong effects on individuals’ outcomes (Ben-Shlomo & Kuh, 2002). 
Further, the returns to investments in policies aimed at improving child wellbeing are much greater 
during early childhood. This is because achievement gaps have not yet widened in the early years, 
remedies result in a greater number of subsequent productive years, and fewer and less substantial 
efforts are required to shift a negative life trajectory. This argument is best encapsulated in the work 
of Nobel-prize winner James Heckman (e.g., Conti & Heckman, 2012; Conti & Heckman, 2014; 
Heckman, 2011; Heckman & Mosso, 2014). 
The lasting consequences of childhood outcomes on subsequent achievement – (see e.g., Duncan & 
Magnuson, 2011; Heckman et al., 2010), highlight the importance of understanding how the circum-
stances to which children are exposed affect their capability development. This includes factors such 
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as parental time allotments, parental attention and affection, educational resources at home, and the 
quality of non-parental care. 
Children’s Socio-Emotional Functioning as a Marker for Child Development 
Socio-emotional functioning is a multidimensional concept that involves both emotional and behav-
ioral functioning (Thompson, 1988). Emotional functioning refers to the internalisation of “processes 
responsible for monitoring, evaluating, and modifying emotional reactions […] to achieve one’s 
goals” (Thompson & Meyer, 2007, p. 251), whereas behavioral functioning refers to the ability to 
modify and modulate behaviors in social settings (Eisenberg et al., 2007). Children’s socio-emotional 
functioning is an important marker of child development, and has been the subject of a large number 
of studies in disciplines such as economics (e.g., Becker, 1964; Conti & Heckman, 2012; Duncan et 
al., 2013), sociology (e.g., Amato et al., 2016; Berger & McLanahan, 2015; Bourdieu & Passeron, 
1990; Fox et al., 2013; Willis, 1977), and developmental psychology (e.g., Bowlby, 1984; Bradley & 
Corwyn, 2002; Bronfenbrenner, 1995; Brooks-Gunn, Han, & Waldfogel, 2010). 
While children’s socio-emotional functioning is only one dimension of child development (others 
include academic and cognitive functioning, and physical health and development), it is an important 
one. For example, it has been argued that differences in children’s socio-emotional functioning have 
equal or greater impacts on their subsequent labour market outcomes than corresponding differences 
in academic functioning (e.g., arithmetic reasoning, reading and writing) (Heckman et al., 2006). In 
addition, children’s ability to communicate with peers and carers is more important for learning than 
the content of activities and the characteristics of childcare programs and providers (Gialamas et al., 
2014). The same holds true for schooling: although universal schooling benefits all children (Raud-
enbush & Eschmann, 2015), the degree of benefit depends upon initial socio-emotional functioning 
(Gialamas et al., 2014). Hence, it is important to pay attention to children’s socio-emotional function-
ing as a unique and separate dimension underpinning child development. 
Maternal Employment Arrangements and Children’s Socio-Emotional Functioning 
Inculcating emotion and behavior regulation in children is a costly and time-consuming process which 
requires a range of investments in the child. Given that parents are the most important agents in child 
development (Bandura, 2001), parental resources are particularly influential in facilitating this pro-
cess. Parental resources include the quantity and quality of time available for children, the cognitive 
effort spent in supervising and communicating with children, and economic capital (e.g., income) 
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directed at activities that promote child functioning (Brooks-Gunn, 1995). Critically, women’s par-
ticipation in the labor market (and the specific jobs that working women hold) may alter the mix of 
resources that mothers can use to enhance the development of their children. 
In this thesis I focus on how maternal employment status and three different job characteristics (ma-
ternal work hours, maternal job security, and maternal job flexibility) influence children’s socio-
emotional outcomes. Maternal employment and job characteristics may both enhance and constrain 
maternal resources. On the one hand, being in paid employment (particularly in a secure full-time 
job) may enhance the financial resources that mothers can spend on the child’s upbringing and the 
home environment. On the other, employment (particularly full-time and inflexible employment) may 
consume maternal time and psychological capital, with possible detrimental consequences for chil-
dren (Kohn & Schooler, 1982; Parcel & Menaghan, 1990; Pearlin & Kohn, 1966; Rodrigo et al., 
2001).  
The Current Study: Research Aims 
My thesis aims are twofold. First, I will examine whether and how maternal employment influences 
overall socio-emotional functioning and the rate of internalising and externalising problem behaviors 
amongst children in contemporary Australia. Second, amongst employed mothers in Australia, I will 
assess whether and how their job characteristics influence their children’s overall socio-emotional 
functioning and the rate of internalising and externalising problem behaviors. 
Across both research aims, I will pay attention to the mechanisms behind the associations, focusing 
on whether and how household income, parental mental health, and parenting practices channel the 
associations between maternal employment and job characteristics and children’s socio-emotional 
outcomes. 
Some notes on the thesis scope are due here. First, the focus is on children aged between 4 and 15 
years living at home with parents. This is partially due to data availability and partially because socio-
emotional functioning can only be accurately measured after the child has reached a certain age. 
Second, the focus is on maternal employment and job characteristics –although paternal work cir-
cumstances will also be evaluated and accounted for. This is because maternal employment has 
shifted more markedly in recent decades compared to paternal employment and mothers are typically 
primary caregivers and more influential in shaping children’s socio-emotional functioning than fa-
thers (Gross & Thompson, 2007).  
 20 
 
The Current Study: Contributions to Current Knowledge 
In meeting these research aims, my thesis will add to the extant knowledge on the precursors of chil-
dren’s socio-emotional functioning in several ways. First, there is little research on whether maternal 
job characteristics, as opposed to simply maternal employment, influence children’s socio-emotional 
functioning. This may be due to the absence of suitable data that simultaneously includes information 
about maternal job characteristics, children’s socio-emotional functioning, and potential mechanisms 
linking these two constructs (e.g., household income, maternal mental health, and parenting prac-
tices). This an important omission, as recent changes in the structure of the labor market in post-
industrial economies have resulted in increasing diversification in mothers’ work arrangements. For 
example, more mothers work in inflexible or insecure jobs now than in the past. Hence, examining 
how heterogeneity in mothers’ employment arrangements is associated with their children’s out-
comes is important to obtain a fuller and more nuanced picture of the links between maternal labor 
force participation and child development. 
Second, previous research in this area has neglected the possibility that maternal employment status 
and maternal job characteristics have differential effects across domains of children’s socio-emotional 
functioning. Good children’s socio-emotional functioning can be conceptualised as lack of problem 
behaviours of two sorts: internalising problems (e.g., anxiety, depressive and somatic disorders) and 
externalising problems (e.g., disorders involving impulsive, aggressive and disruptive behaviours) 
(Cooper, 2014, p. 13; Eisenberg et al., 2001; Schindler et al., 2015). As internalising problems and 
externalising problems measure different aspects of children’s socio-emotional functioning, mothers’ 
employment status and job characteristics may be differentially associated with each of these out-
comes. The measure I use in my analyses to capture children’s socio-emotional functioning is the 
Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ) (Goodman, 1997), and can be disaggregated to enable 
examination of these possible differential effects.  
Third, it is important that we begin to understand the relationships between maternal job characteris-
tics and children’s socio-emotional functioning in the Australian context. While there is a rapidly 
growing body of knowledge in the United Kingdom (UK) and the United States (US), it is not clear 
whether or not, and if so to what extent, this can be extrapolated to Australia. Australia has a different 
socio-political environment concerning early years education, and maternal employment. For exam-
ple, the Australian National Quality Agenda introduced in 2009 includes programs to improve the 
accessibility, affordability and quality of childcare. However, unlike countries such as the UK or the 
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Nordic countries, these programs do not deliver targeted support for less advantaged children (New-
berry & Brennan, 2013, p. 227), and depend highly upon the availability and quality of service pro-
viders (Adamson & Brennan, 2014, p. 54). Further, among all OECD countries, Australia has com-
paratively high rates of maternal part-time employment, positions that are typically more insecure 
than full-time employment (OECD, 2015). In addition, Australia stands out as a country in which 
‘intensive parenting’ is the norm: it is the OECD country in which mothers spend the most time with 
their children, and the second OECD country in which fathers spend the most time with their children 
(OECD, 2016). Jointly, these facts suggest that the distribution of maternal resources in Australia is 
likely to differ from that in other developed countries. By examining Australian data, this research 
will provide novel national evidence on the associations between maternal employment status, ma-
ternal job characteristics, and children’s socio-emotional functioning. 
Finally, while there is increasing availability of longitudinal cohort datasets tracking large samples 
of children over time, few existing studies make appropriate use of these data. Many recent contribu-
tions still deploy cross-sectional point-in-time approaches to examine the associations between ma-
ternal employment status and children’s socio-emotional functioning. While the application of these 
techniques is useful as a preliminary statistical tool to gauge the nature of the associations, these 
techniques do not account for the longitudinal structure of cohort data. Leveraging longitudinal data 
from the Longitudinal Study of Australian Children (LSAC) (Edwards, 2012), my research adds to a 
small pool of studies using panel regression methods to analyse the relationships between maternal 
employment and job characteristics and children’s socio-emotional outcomes. 
The Current Study: Significance 
Identifying the factors that promote or inhibit children’s socio-emotional functioning is an important 
academic and policy-relevant task. Poor socio-emotional functioning during childhood means wasted 
human capital when individuals become adults as better functioning is associated with higher educa-
tional attainment and work-related productivity later in life (Heckman, 2006). Poor socio-emotional 
functioning has also been shown to lead to a higher likelihood of violating social norms, substance 
abuse, and long-term welfare dependency as adolescents and adults (Schindler et al., 2015). The re-
sults of my analyses can also contribute to debates about equality of opportunity because maternal 
employment and job characteristic are strongly associated with socio-economic background. Hence, 
the findings of this thesis can provide evidence that could be used to inform the development of 
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targeted polices and interventions that reduce child achievement gaps, and in doing so, assist to re-
dress social and economic remediation costs later in life (Cunha et al., 2006; Heckman et al., 2006). 
Thesis Structure 
The structure of this thesis is as follows. In Chapter 2 I will review relevant theories on child devel-
opment and its connections to maternal employment and job characteristics, and the findings of em-
pirical studies in this area, both Australian and international. In Chapter 3 I will introduce the data 
and methods used to examine the associations between maternal employment and job characteristics 
and children’s socio-emotional outcomes in contemporary Australia. In Chapter 4 I will present the 
findings of my empirical analyses, which include bivariate techniques and random-effect panel re-
gression models. In Chapter 5 I will conclude by discussing the implications of my findings for the-
ory, policy and practice, outlining the strengths and limitations of my research, and identifying ave-
nues for future research. 
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Chapter Two: Literature Review 
In this chapter I discuss theories of child development used to establish my conceptual framework 
and to guide my empirical analyses. While there are many theories across a range of disciplines that 
are relevant to explaining child outcomes, including biological, genetic, and epidemiological ap-
proaches, my focus here is on the social determinants of child outcomes. I therefore restrict my liter-
ature review to explanations arising from sociological, economic and psychological research. I review 
national and international empirical studies on the associations between maternal employment and 
job characteristics and children’s socio-emotional functioning, with a view to establishing the extent 
of knowledge on these issues and identifying research gaps. Informed by this review of theoretical 
and empirical material, I will elaborate several research hypotheses and an overarching conceptual 
framework.  
Theoretical Perspectives 
Early psychological perspectives on child development relied heavily on attachment theory (Bowlby, 
1984) and ecological system theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1986; Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006). Ac-
cording to attachment theory, a child has a natural disposition to relate to others; a relationship re-
ferred to as attachment (Bowlby, 1984). Since children spend most of their time with their caregivers 
(e.g., their mothers, fathers, and other family members), they largely learn how to behave within their 
social contexts through them. To feel connected to their significant others and conform to their ex-
pectations, children internalise and respond to their beliefs and practices (Ryan, Deci et al., 2006). As 
a result, children’s development is highly contingent on how their significant others behave towards 
them or when they are with them. Suboptimal interactions and role modelling can lead to child socio-
emotional malfunctioning, including internalising problems and externalising problems. Internalising 
problems and externalising problems are defensive mechanisms against the disruption of children’s 
‘autonomy’, where autonomy refers to behavioural regulation that is reflective, mindful and integrat-
ing (Ryan et al., 2006). When children face such disruptions they can react in two ways. Internalising 
problems occurs when children internalise requests and self-regulate, but in a rigid and pressured 
manner (Deci & Flaste, 1995). For example, children may experience feelings of guilt over their 
parents’ quarrels. On the other hand, externalising problems occurs when children reject caregivers’ 
requests and fail to self-regulate (Deci & Flaste, 1995). For example, children may scream or hit 
others when they do not want to undertake a request. Internalising problems and externalising prob-
lems may be comorbid (Fanti & Henrich, 2010).  
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According to the Bronfenbrenner ecological systems theory of development (Bronfenbrenner, 1986; 
Bronfenbrenner & Morris 2006) child development is influenced by five interactive systems: (i) the 
microsystem, i.e. the immediate interaction between a child and the environment (e.g. family, 
friends); (ii) the mesosystem, i.e. interactions of two or more microsystems; (iii) the exosystem, i.e. 
the social factors that indirectly affect child development (e.g. parental employment), (iv) the mac-
rosystem, i.e. the cultural components of child development (e.g. gender roles), and (v) the chrono-
system, i.e. the pattern of environmental events and transitions over time (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 
2006).  
Early sociological work on the precursors of child development was mostly carried out by scholars 
in critical cultural studies, such as Bernstein (2003), Willis (1977) and Bourdieu and Passeron (1990), 
with Bourdieu’s reproduction theory being the most influential approach. In reproduction theory, 
cultural capital is defined as familiarity and practice of the dominant cultural codes and is seen as 
playing a focal role in fomenting child development (Bourdieu, 1977). This sort of capital is often 
measured using the employment and job characteristics of parents, most notably their occupations 
and industries of work. Parental investments in their children (i.e., economic capital, cultural capital, 
social capital, and time) are important predictors of children’s development and outcomes, with such 
resources being unevenly distributed across different families and social strata (Bourdieu, 1986). The 
intergenerational reproduction of advantage takes place as parents who dispose of more resources 
hand down their tangible assets (e.g., economic capital) and intangible assets (e.g., cultural and social 
capital) to their children (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990). 
Pioneer economic perspectives on child development rely heavily on the work of Becker and his 
influential investment approach, namely time allocation theory (Becker, 1965).2 This provides an 
analytical foundation to study how different household members work together to allocate their time 
(a finite resource) to different tasks and activities in ways that maximise the household production 
function. In this model, households and not individuals are the units of production. Household mem-
bers work together to allocate inputs (time and goods) to maximise common outputs (e.g., food, hous-
ing and children). This model was innovative because it was the first to explicitly connect mothers’ 
                                               
2 This can be considered the precursor of Becker’s later ‘modern theory of human capital’, which embedded the notion 
of time in the economics of the family (Becker, 1981; Browning et al., 2014). 
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investments in the household (including investments in children and their development) to their la-
bour supply. Insufficient familial resources could ultimately have negative impacts on children’s so-
cio-emotional functioning.  
A more recent perspective on the social determinants of child development that combines the early 
work from psychologists, sociologists and economists is the multidisciplinary family resources 
framework (Brooks-Gunn, 1995), from which the key arguments in this thesis are inspired. This em-
phasises the importance of a range of familial resources as factors that can promote or deter children’s 
functioning. The focus is on four key sets of factors that can both enrich and constrain familial re-
sources: family income, parental time, parental cognitive capacity and efforts, and parental psycho-
logical capital (Brooks-Gunn, 1995). Family income allows parents to provide their children with 
stimulating goods and activities that promote their development (such as a spacious home, a com-
puter, extracurricular activities, private tutoring, etc.). Parent-child (quality) time, for example in the 
form of joint activities in which the child is the focus or an important party, is also a valuable resource 
that can be used by parents to enhance child development (Heiland et al., 2014). Quality time is 
characterised by parent-child interactions in which parents are sensitive to their children’s needs and 
open to talking about confusing and disturbing feelings, promoting emotional self-awareness and 
control in the child (Thompson & Meyer, 2007). There is also room however for poor parent-child 
interactions, characterised for example by under or overstimulation or parental anger, and leading 
onto child anxiety, frustration and fear (Kochanska, 2001). Parental cognitive capacity and childrear-
ing efforts are enacted through parenting practices, that is parent-child activities that shape children’s 
development (Davies, 2000) and create an emotional climate for parent-child interaction (Baumrind, 
1967). Parenting practices characterized by anger and frustration have been linked to negative child 
outcomes, whereas warm and responsive parenting has been linked to positive child outcomes 
(Zubrick et al., 2014). Parental psychological capital, such as the presence of positive emotional states 
and the absence of mental illness, can influence children’s socio-emotional functioning through par-
enting practices. For example, mothers who suffer from depression are more likely to exhibit angry 
or detached parenting, which may have detrimental consequences on their children’s development 
(Barker, 2013). The family resources framework resonates with recent Australian work by Cobb-
Clark and colleagues (2016) on how parenting can be seen as an investment in human capability, in 
which they argue that socio-economic disadvantage is connected to children’s functioning through 
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parenting practices. Nevertheless, it should be clarified that it is the financial stress produced by dis-
advantage that may translate into poorer parenting practices and in turn into poorer child outcomes. 
And, this  is not to say that parents who are socio-economically disadvantaged are poor parents. 
Altogether, the reviewed theoretical perspectives on the social determinants of child development 
suggest that parents allocate resources (inputs) to their children to maximize children’s development, 
including their socio-emotional development (outputs). These theories coincide in that children’s so-
cio-emotional functioning can be influenced by a range of factors, of which the most important are 
parent-child time expenditure, family income, and parental human and psychological capital. In the 
next section, I will discuss how maternal employment status and job characteristics (work hours, job 
security, and job flexibility) may be associated with children socio-emotional functioning on the basis 
of these theoretical postulations, and the findings of previous empirical studies in this area. 
Conceptual Framework 
Figure 1 summarizes the conceptual framework that will be used to inform the empirical analyses in 
this thesis. The model, based on the family resources framework outlined above, assumes that mater-
nal employment and job characteristics are associated with the possession of more or less resources 
which are in turn associated with child development. The boxes on the left-hand side of the figure 
represent the different maternal job characteristics that are suspected to impact on children’s socio-
emotional development: work hours, job security and job flexibility. The second set of boxes, located 
in the middle of the figure, represents the pathways (channels, mediating factors) through which the 
associations between maternal job characteristics and children’s socio-emotional functioning are ar-
gued to run. The third set of boxes, in the right-hand side of the figure, represent the outcomes of 
children of interest to this thesis. This includes their socio-emotional functioning overall, as well as 
distinct behaviours associated with either internalising problems or externalising problems. The path-
ways through which maternal employment is associated with children’s functioning, which for sim-
plicity are not included in this diagram, are similar to those connecting job characteristics and chil-
dren’s functioning. In the next sections, I consider each of these processes in turn.  
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Figure 1. Conceptual model of the associations between maternal job characteristics, maternal re-
sources and children's socio-emotional functioning 
 
 
Employment Status and Children’s Socio-Emotional Functioning 
Most studies examining the associations between maternal work and children’s socio-emotional func-
tioning have focused on maternal employment status, comparing the outcomes of children whose 
mothers are not in the labour market or unemployed (non-employed) to those of children whose 
mothers are employed (e.g., Heiland et al., 2014; Hsin & Felfe, 2014; Lombardi & Coley, 2014; 
Pekkurnaz, 2014). Based on the theoretical approaches discussed in the previous section, these studies 
often examine the potentially mediating role of household income, the quality of the home environ-
ment, maternal mental health, mother-child time, the quality of mother-child relationship and activi-
ties, parenting style and the child’s participation in formal childcare. Findings concerning the impact 
of maternal employment on children’s socio-emotional functioning are nevertheless inconclusive, 
with different studies characterizing it as either beneficial or detrimental, and others finding no asso-
ciation. 
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A first group of studies finds that maternal employment is beneficial to children’s socio-emotional 
functioning. This includes studies by Coley and Lombardi (2013) for the United States, and Hope and 
colleagues (2014); and McMunn and colleagues (2011) for the United Kingdom. The mechanisms 
found to derive these positive maternal employment effects are, amongst others, increased household 
income and maternal mental health through employment participation and a higher likelihood of for-
mal childcare participation amongst children of employed mothers. Coley and Lombardi (2013) used 
data from the Three-City Study, ordinary least square (OLS) regression models and propensity score 
matching (PSM), and found that children in low-income families whose mothers were employed, 
especially in the first two months of life, had better socio-emotional functioning than those whose 
mothers were not employed. They argued that household income and childcare participation were the 
nexus through which these associations took place. In the UK, McMunn and colleagues (2011) ana-
lyzed Millennium Cohort Study (MCS) data using logistic regression models, finding evidence that 
maternal employment in the early years was associated with better children’s socio-emotional func-
tioning when children lived in dual-earner households. However, neither maternal education nor 
household income were found to explain the associations. In another UK study using MCS data and 
Poisson regression models, Hope and colleagues (2014) found that children had better socio-emo-
tional functioning when either or both of their parents were employed, compared to when none of the 
parents was employed. They demonstrated that these associations ran through household income and 
maternal mental health. 
In contrast, a second group of studies found that maternal employment could be detrimental to chil-
dren’s socio-emotional functioning (e.g., Baum, 2003; Berger, Brooks-Gunn et al., 2008; Huerta et 
al., 2011). The key mechanism driving these negative maternal employment effects was a reduction 
in the time employed mothers spend with their children. Baum (2003) used US National Longitudinal 
Survey of Youth (NLSY) data and OLS regression models, and found that maternal employment was 
associated with poor children’s functioning in the first six months of life. This negative effect was 
however partially offset by a positive effect through increased household income. In another US study 
using the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study (FFCWS), OLS regression and PSM, Berger 
and colleagues (2008) observed that maternal employment in the first year of the child’s life had 
different impacts on children of different ethnicities. Early employment was associated with compar-
atively poorer socio-emotional functioning amongst Hispanic children, but not for Caucasian or Black 
children. Childcare type, maternal mental health, and parenting practices did not fully mediate these 
associations.  
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A third group of studies found no effects of maternal employment on children’s socio-emotional 
functioning. The vast majority of the available studies fall into this group, including research by 
Brooks-Gunn and colleagues (2010); Hsin and Felfe (2014); Kalil and Dunifon (2007); Lombardi and 
Coley (2014); Wills and Brauer (2012) for the US, Lombardi and Coley (2016) for the UK and Aus-
tralia, and Hadzic and colleagues (2013) for Australia. Kalil and Dunifon (2007) used data from the 
Women's Employment Study (WES) and fixed-effect regression models and found that changes in 
mothers’ labour market participation among welfare leavers had only weak effects on children’s so-
cio-emotional functioning. Similarly, in a meta-analysis of 69 US studies, Lucas-Thompson and col-
leagues (2010) found that early maternal employment was not universally associated with children’s 
socio-emotional functioning. However, they observed that in middle-class and two-parent families 
maternal employment had detrimental impacts on children’s functioning. Brooks-Gunn and col-
leagues (2010) used data from the US Study of Early Child Care and Youth Development (SECCYD) 
and structural equation models and found no significant association between maternal employment 
in the first year and children’s socio-emotional functioning at age seven. Applying growth curve 
modelling on data from the US NLSY, Wills and Brauer (2012) were also unable to find any associ-
ation between maternal employment in the first year of the child’s life and children’s socio-emotional 
functioning at 15 years of age. Lombardi and Coley (2014) used data from the US Early Childhood 
Longitudinal Survey (ECLS) and OLS regression models weighted with PSM and found maternal 
employment not to be associated with children’s socio-emotional functioning. They found however, 
that in households with low non-maternal income, maternal employment in the first nine months of 
the child’s life was associated with better children’s socio-emotional functioning. Hsin and Felfe 
(2014) used children’s time-diary data from the Child Development Supplement of the Panel Study 
of Income Dynamics (PSID), fixed-effect models and instrumental variable (IV) regression. They 
found no associations between maternal employment and children’s socio-emotional functioning. 
The Australian evidence on the links between maternal employment and children’s socio-emotional 
functioning is limited, and leans towards a weak positive association. Huerta and colleagues (2011) 
undertook a cross-national comparative study involving Australia (LSAC), as well as Canada (Na-
tional Longitudinal Survey of Children and Youth, NLSCY), Denmark (Danish Longitudinal Survey 
of Children), the UK (MCS), and the US (Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, ECLS). Using logistic 
regression models, they found that in Australia there was no association between maternal employ-
ment and children’s socio-emotional outcomes at ages 2-3 or 4-5. However, full-time maternal em-
ployment when the child was age 6-7 was positively, yet weakly, associated with children’s socio-
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emotional functioning. Neither parental education nor family type were found to mediate these asso-
ciations. Results of another comparative study between Australia (LSAC) and the UK (MCS) by 
Lombardi and Coley (2017) using OLS regression models weighted with PSM were very similar. In 
Australia, maternal employment was associated with slightly better children’s socio-emotional func-
tioning, especially when mothers returned to the labour market when the child was aged 9-24 months. 
These associations were partly mediated by formal childcare hours. Hadzic and colleagues (2013) 
used two waves of LSAC, and a two-wave panel mediation model. While the authors did not directly 
examine the associations between maternal employment and children’s socio-emotional functioning, 
they found that when parents exercised hostile parenting, long parental work hours were associated 
with better children’s socio-emotional functioning. 
Overall, findings on the effect of maternal employment on children’s socio-emotional functioning in 
Australia suggest a positive association between the two. Therefore, I formulate the following re-
search hypothesis: 
 
H1: Maternal employment will be positively associated with children’s socio-
emotional functioning. 
 
Maternal Job Characteristics and Children’s Socio-Emotional Functioning 
Although examining the associations between maternal employment status and children’s socio-emo-
tional functioning is important and informative, in this thesis I go beyond this approach by addition-
ally considering how different aspects of the maternal employment situation can be beneficial or det-
rimental to children’s socio-emotional functioning. The focus is on three different maternal job char-
acteristics: work hours, job flexibility, and job security. Together, these provide an opportunity to 
develop a more coherent and nuanced understanding of the ways in which a mother’s work situation 
can affect children’s wellbeing compared to simply examining maternal employment status. I discuss 
the available empirical evidence pertaining to these three job characteristics in turn. 
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Work Hours 
Employed mothers’ time can be categorized into (i) paid work time, (ii) recovery and leisure time 
(e.g., sleeping and socialising, respectively), and (iii) non-paid work time (e.g., domestic chores and 
childcare). The focus here is on maternal work hours, referring to the amount of mothers’ time allo-
cated to paid employment. This is typically operationalised by variables considering whether mothers 
work part-time (up to 30 or 35 hours per week, depending on the study) or full-time (more than 30 or 
35 hours per week, depending on the study).  
Several mechanisms are argued to produce associations between maternal full-time vs. part-time em-
ployment and child outcomes. A first set of mechanisms encompass reasons why maternal part-time 
work should be more beneficial to children than maternal full-time work. First, full-time employment 
can lead to work stress and work strain. These are in turn associated with higher mother-child conflict, 
which may undermine the quality of the mother-child relationship (Crouter & Bumpus, 2001). This 
is important, as a good-quality mother-child relationship leads to better interactions between mother 
and child (e.g., talking about feelings and teaching and modelling suitable responses and behaviours) 
and subsequently to better child outcomes (Thompson & Meyer, 2007; Tulk et al., 2016). Second, 
time pressure or exhaustion due to full-time employment can also affect several dimensions of par-
enting. For example, due to these factors, mothers who work full-time may be more likely to exert 
harsh parenting and less likely to exert warm parenting (Lam et al., 2016), both of which have a direct 
effect on children’s socio-emotional functioning (Mullan & Higgins, 2014). Similarly, subjective 
time pressure as a result of full-time employment can also have adverse impacts on maternal mental 
health (Roxburgh, 2004), which is positively associated with children’s socio-emotional outcomes 
(Anthony et al., 2005). Third, mothers who work full time may exert less or less thorough supervision 
of their children (Hsin & Felfe, 2014), which is another factor known to affect children’s functioning 
(Kerns et al., 2001). Finally, maternal full-time employment can reduce maternal and child sleep, and 
there is evidence that sleep deprivation impairs parenting and socio-emotional functioning (Banks & 
Dinges, 2007; Tudor et al., 2016). On the other hand, one argument in favor of maternal full-time 
employment is that this is correlated with an improvement in family socio-economic status, mainly 
income (Fox et al., 2013; Goldberg et al., 2008; Gregg et al., 2005; Milkie et al., 2015). Higher income 
which improves access to goods and services, e.g., high-quality childcare and structured extracurric-
ular activities, which are positively associated with children’s socio-emotional functioning. 
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In practice, a vast majority of studies exploring the associations between maternal work hours and 
children’s socio-emotional functioning find comparatively better functioning amongst the children of 
mothers who work part-time, relative to the children of mothers who work full-time. In the US John-
son and colleagues (2012) used data from WES and fixed-effect regression models and found that 
maternal full-time employment was associated with poorer children’s socio-emotional functioning. 
However, this effect was restricted to the children of mothers’ whose jobs did not require maternal 
cognitive skills (a proxy for maternal human capital). Therefore, maternal human capital seemed to 
moderate the associations between long maternal work hours and poor children’s socio-emotional 
and academic functioning. Similarly, in a meta-analysis of 68 US studies, Goldberg and colleagues 
(2008) found that children whose mothers worked part-time displayed better functioning than chil-
dren whose mothers worked full-time. However, this association faded when children lived in middle- 
or upper-class families. They concluded that social class is an important mechanism moderating the 
associations between maternal work hours and children’s cognitive and socio-emotional functioning. 
Brooks-Gunn and colleagues (2010) also found that maternal part-time work was beneficial to chil-
dren’s socio-emotional functioning using SECCYD in the US and structural equation modelling 
(SEM). The observed associations ran via the quality of the home environment and maternal sensi-
tivity to the child’s needs. 
Fox and colleagues (2013) argued that maternal work hours should be associated with children’s 
socio-emotional functioning through household income and maternal time in dual-earner households. 
Using the March supplement of the US Current Population Surveys (CPS), they found that maternal 
paid work hours had a direct negative effect on children’s socio-emotional functioning, while mater-
nal income had a positive direct effect. An explanation for this may be that, when mothers work long 
hours, the time they spend with their children is of lower quality. For example, tired mothers or moth-
ers who are worried about work issues may exert less supervision or fail to engage their children in 
stimulating parent-child activities. Heiland and colleagues (2014) reported that each additional ten 
weekly hours of maternal work led to a 7.5% reduction in mother-child quality time, using data from 
the PSID and the US Time Use Survey (TUS) and fixed-effect regression models. This is important, 
as a lack of maternal supervision has been shown to be strongly associated with poorer socio-emo-
tional functioning in children and adolescents, including behaviours such as skipping school, sub-
stance abuse, and hurting someone (Aizer, 2004). In a Canadian study, Tulk and colleagues (2016) 
used the NLSCY and SEM and found that increases in maternal work hours (especially to more than 
50 hours per week) were associated with decreases in children’s socio-emotional functioning. The 
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associations ran through poorer parenting practices, under-stimulating family environments and 
lower quality mother-child interactions when mothers worked long hours.  
Some other studies, however, find little or no direct relationship between maternal work hours and 
children’s socio-emotional functioning. Ven and colleagues (2001) used data from the US NLSY and 
OLS regression models and found that maternal work hours had relatively little or no direct effect on 
adolescents’ socio-emotional functioning. Similarly, using UK data from the British Household Panel 
Survey (BHPS) and fixed-effect regression models, Mendolia (2016) found no significant difference 
between the socio-emotional functioning of adolescents’ whose mothers worked full-time, and the 
socio-emotional functioning of adolescents’ whose mothers worked part-time.  
Research on the associations between maternal work hours and children’s socio-emotional function-
ing in the Australian context is scarce. To my knowledge, only three studies have examined these 
relationships. Johnson and colleagues (2013) used three waves of data from the Western Australian 
Pregnancy Cohort Study and random-effect models, finding no association between maternal work 
hours and children’s socio-emotional functioning. However, using LSAC data and a panel mediation 
model, Hadzic and colleagues (2013) found that decreases in maternal work hours were associated 
with improvements in children’s socio-emotional functioning. This association ran through the exer-
tion of less hostile parenting practices in mothers who worked fewer hours. In the most recent Aus-
tralian study, Lam and colleagues (2016) used LSAC data and hybrid panel regression models, and 
found that long maternal work hours were associated with poorer children’s socio-emotional func-
tioning. They nevertheless found little evidence that parenting practices or work-family balance me-
diated these associations. 
Although the first Australian study (focusing on Western Australia) found no association between 
maternal work hours and children’s socio-emotional functioning, the other two Australian studies and 
a majority of international studies found benefits to children associated with maternal part-time work. 
Therefore, I hypothesize that: 
 
H2: Maternal full-time employment will be associated with poorer children’s 
socio-emotional functioning than maternal part-time employment. 
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Job Flexibility 
Job flexibility refers to the degree to which employees can participate in decision making about how 
to do their jobs, their start and end times, and the contents and timing of their day-to-day tasks. Irreg-
ular shift schedules, fluctuating work hours, evening and night shifts, and weekend work can also be 
considered forms of job inflexibility.  
The mechanisms through which maternal job inflexibility might influence children’s socio-emotional 
functioning are diverse. First, inflexible work is associated with negative emotional mental states in 
employees. These include low job satisfaction (Ven & Cullen, 2004), feelings of alienation (Robinson 
et al., 2016), low levels of agency (Bandura, 2001), and underuse of their cognitive skills (Johnson et 
al., 2012). These factors are known to lead to poor mental health, including depressive symptoms, 
which are in turn known to impair parenting (Perry-Jenkins et al., 2007) and increase parent-child 
conflict (Crouter et al., 1999). Second, inflexible work is tightly connected with both objective time 
pressure (e.g., a high workload) and subjective time pressures (e.g., feeling rushed) (Craig & Brown, 
2017). Objective time pressure can produce maternal exhaustion through chronic tiredness, lack of 
recovery time from work and insufficient sleep (Kalil et al., 2014), while subjective time pressure can 
make mothers question their capability to fulfil socially expected mothering responsibilities and feel 
incompetent, producing ‘parenting stress’ (Anthony et al., 2005). Both maternal exhaustion and par-
enting stress are associated with low maternal mental health, less frequent and poorer mother-child 
quality time, and greater levels of inter-parental conflict; these factors are in turn associated with 
negative outcomes on children’s socio-emotional functioning (Wight, Raley, & Bianchi, 2008). Fi-
nally, inflexible jobs are typically low-paid jobs, which impairs familial access to socio-economic 
resources that can be used to promote child development (Dunifon et al., 2012; 2013; Han, 2006). 
Consistent with these propositions, a review of the literature by Li and colleagues (2014) found that 
in 21 of 23 studies (mostly from the US and conducted in 1980-2012) maternal job inflexibility was 
associated with poorer children’s socio-emotional functioning. The mechanisms more often found to 
channel these associations were poor parental mental health (depressive symptoms), less supportive 
home environments, low-quality parenting practices, and insufficient parent-child interactions. Their 
findings also indicated that maternal job inflexibility has larger and stronger effects on children’s 
outcomes than paternal job inflexibility (Li et al., 2014). 
Other studies have echoed these results. Using US NLSY data and logistic regression models Ven 
and Cullen (2004) found that maternal job inflexibility was associated with poor children’s socio-
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emotional functioning through job dissatisfaction and household income. Similarly, in OLS analyses 
of a sample of low-income employed mothers and their children aged 2-4 from the Three-City Study, 
Joshi and Bogen (2007) found that maternal non-standard work schedules were related to poorer 
children’s socio-emotional functioning. These relationships were largely explained by high levels of 
parenting stress amongst mothers in inflexible jobs. Children’s gender and family composition mod-
erated the associations: boys as well as children who lived in sole-mother experienced more deleteri-
ous consequences if their mothers worked in inflexible jobs. Dunifon and colleagues (2013) used data 
from the FFCWS and a variety of statistical techniques (including OLS, fixed-effect and residualised 
change models) to conclude that maternal non-standard work schedules were associated with socio-
emotional malfunctioning in children. These associations ran through limited access to financial, ed-
ucational and social resources amongst mothers in such jobs. There is also evidence of gendered 
effects. For example, using the US ECLS and OLS regression models, Rosenbaum and Morett (2009) 
found that both maternal and paternal job inflexibility were associated with poorer children’s socio-
emotional functioning. Yet maternal job inflexibility had substantially more detrimental impacts than 
paternal job inflexibility. Further, these associations were found to be mediated by parental mental 
health, the frequency of family activities, marital quality, and parent-child interactions. Using SEM 
on US NLSY Child Supplement data, Han and colleagues (2010) found associations between working 
non-standard hours and children’s socio-emotional functioning. While maternal night shifts were as-
sociated with comparatively poor outcomes in children, maternal evening shifts were not. The night-
shift effects on children were argued to emerge due to lower emotional availability of mothers and 
the absence of certain mother-child activities, for example shared dinners at home. However, the 
authors observed that parents who worked non-standard work schedules exerted better monitoring of 
their children’s activities and behaviours, which had a small protective effect on their outcomes. Con-
sistent with this, Kim and colleagues (2016) argue that it is the quality of parent-child communication 
that protects children against risky behaviours. Using the NLSY Child Supplement data and SEM, 
they found that the frequency of parent-child communication did not mediate the associations be-
tween maternal non-standard work hours and children’s socio-emotional functioning, but the quality 
of parent-child interaction did. 
Only a few previous studies found no associations or very small associations between maternal job 
inflexibility and children’s socio-emotional functioning. Using the 1997 and 1999 waves of the Na-
tional Survey of American Families (NSAF) and OLS regression models, Han (2006) found only a 
negligible association between maternal non-standard work hours and children’s socio-emotional 
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functioning at ages 6-17. In fact, children whose mothers worked evening and night shifts had fewer 
behavioral problems than other children if they lived in high-income households. Similarly, using US 
data from the Women, Work and Wee Ones (WWWO) survey and SEM, Grzywacz and colleagues 
(2016) found that maternal work in jobs involving regular evening or night shifts was unrelated to 
children’s socio-emotional functioning. However, maternal irregular work schedules were associated 
with comparatively poor socio-emotional functioning amongst children, largely due to poor maternal 
mental health (depression).  
As can be noted, most available studies on the relationships between maternal job flexibility and 
children’s socio-emotional outcomes come from the US. Australian studies are rare and relatively 
inconclusive. Using the Household, Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) Survey and 
random-effect regression models, Dockery et al (2009) found that working irregular shifts or non-
standard work hours had no impact on the mental health of adolescents living in dual-earner house-
holds. In single-parent households, however, these types of employment led to poorer outcomes 
amongst children. In simple bivariate analyses (correlations) of the Australian Coal and Energy Sur-
vey (ACES), Robinson and colleagues (2016) found that having control over work conditions was 
associated with better children’s socio-emotional functioning amongst mining and energy workers. 
Finally, Lester and colleagues (2016) used the Cyber PEET Project data (conducted in Perth, Western 
Australia) and mediation models, and found that children whose parents had ‘fly-in-fly-out’ working 
arrangements displayed poorer socio-emotional outcomes. These associations were partly mediated 
by parent-child time and family connectedness. 
In sum, the vast majority of the national and international reviewed studies found negative associa-
tions between maternal job inflexibility and children’s socio-emotional functioning. Consistent with 
this, I hypothesise that: 
 
H3: Maternal job flexibility will be associated with better children’s socio-
emotional functioning. 
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Job Security 
Job insecurity is more than losing a job; it involves the perception of losing a job, and the impacts of 
such a perception on all aspects of the employee’s life (Hartley et al., 1990; Richter et al., 2013). 
Although all employees may experience insecurity in their jobs, this has been found to be more prev-
alent amongst manual workers, employees with low levels of education, and employees in low-skilled 
jobs (Cheng & Chan, 2008; Howe et al., 2012; Muñoz De Bustillo Llorente, 2010). Job insecurity is 
also referred as precarious employment in some literature (e.g. Vosko, 2006).  
Two theoretical streams propose associations between maternal job insecurity and child wellbeing: 
the family stress perspective and the family investment perspective. Both of these predict negative 
associations between maternal job insecurity and children’s socio-emotional outcomes. The family 
stress perspective argues that job insecurity is a major work-related stressor that may have detrimental 
impacts on children’s socio-emotional functioning by decreasing maternal mental health, which 
would in turn impair parenting and parent-child interactions, and negatively affect marital relation-
ships and social capital. In this perspective, the degree of damage to the child produced by job inse-
curity is often argued to be contingent on the intensity and duration of the stress that such insecurity 
produces on the mother (e.g., Masarik & Conger, 2017; Randall & Bodenmann, 2009). The family 
investment perspective, on the other hand, stresses how maternal job insecurity can influence chil-
dren’s well-being through expenditure and consumption, time allocations, and intergenerational 
transfers. Job insecurity leads to poor family economic conditions, and so restricts the ability of par-
ents to purchase stimulating materials, experiences and services that can enhance child wellbeing. 
These include access to high-quality childcare and schools, healthy food, spacious and child-friendly 
housing/neighborhood environments and medical care. Economic hardship is also often accompanied 
by subjective perceptions of financial or economic strain which compound over time to negatively 
impact parental mental health, with flow-on consequences for the child (e.g., Becker & Tomes, 1986; 
Heckman & Mosso, 2014).3  
                                               
3 Sora et al. (2009) expanded the concept of job insecurity from an individual phenomenon to a social phenomenon. The 
latter, which they refer to as job insecurity climate, represents “a set of shared perceptions of powerlessness to maintain 
the continuity of threatened jobs in an organization” (Sora et al., 2009, pp. 129-130). This has implications that how job 
insecurity may influence child wellbeing, suggesting that insecurity experienced by non-parental figures (e.g., during 
period of economic recession) should reduce children’s functioning through distal factors such as tax redistribution, wel-
fare cuts, labour market restructuring and neighborhood climate (e.g., Gassman-Pines et al. 2015; Kalil, 2013; Wacquant, 
2009). 
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While there is a rich empirical literature documenting deleterious effects of job insecurity on workers, 
studies on how such insecurity affects their children are scarcer.4 Consistent with the predictions of 
both the family stress and family investment perspectives, these studies find that maternal job and 
other types of employment/economic insecurity have negative effects on children’s socio-emotional 
outcomes (e.g., Barling et al., 1998; Johnson et al., 2012; Lam et al., 2016; Vosko, 2006; Yeung et 
al., 2002). For example, using data from the US Women’s Employment Survey (1997-2003) and 
fixed-effect regression models, Johnson and colleagues (2012) found that maternal job insecurity was 
associated with poorer children’s socio-emotional functioning compared to a situation of job security. 
Maternal occupational skill level was argued to drive this association: highly skilled mothers are less 
likely to experience job insecurity, and more likely to provide rich and age-appropriate parenting and 
care. 
Some studies do not focus specifically on job insecurity, but on other forms of employment and eco-
nomic insecurity experienced by parents. Using the 1997 Child Development Supplement of the US 
PSID and SEM, Yeung and colleagues (2002) found that the stability of family income was associated 
with child wellbeing, with maternal distress and parenting practices acting as mediating variables. In 
Norway, and using data from the Bergen Child Study and logistic regression models, Bøe and col-
leagues (2012) found associations between subjective perceptions of the consistency of family eco-
nomic resources and children’s socio-emotional functioning, whereby lack of such consistency neg-
atively affected children’s mental health.  
Other studies consider job insecurity at the macro level. For instance, using the US Youth Risk Be-
havior Survey data and probit regression models, Gassman-Pines and colleagues (2014) found that, 
in the wake of economic downturns accompanied by job losses, the female adolescent suicide rate 
increased. The mechanisms through which macro-level job insecurity may impact child wellbeing 
include diminished social networks, increases in individual-level job insecurity, and co-occurrence 
of structural changes to communities, such as a decrease in tax revenue and education expenditure 
                                               
4 For example, in a meta-analysis of 133 empirical studies in OECD countries published between 1980 and 2006, Cheng 
and Chan (2008) found compelling evidence that job insecurity was negatively associated with the physical and mental 
health of male and female employees.  
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(Gassman-Pines et al., 2015). Consistent with this, Schneider and colleagues (2016) reported signif-
icant increases in child abuse and neglect in the US accompanying the 2008 Global Financial Crisis 
(GFC), which were net of individual-level economic hardship. 
Australian studies on the associations between maternal job insecurity and children’s socio-emotional 
functioning are scarce. Their findings are however consistent, pointing at job insecurity as an im-
portant risk factor. Nicholson and colleagues (2012) examined these associations using data from the 
first three waves of LSAC and random-effect regression models. They found that job insecurity was 
associated with poorer children’s socio-emotional functioning and that the association ran through 
poor parental mental health. Lam and colleagues (2016) also found that maternal job insecurity was 
associated with poorer children’s socio-emotional functioning using the same LSAC data and hybrid 
panel regression models. In their study, maternal mental health, parenting practices and work-family 
stress were not found to mediate the associations. 
Overall, the national and international theoretical and empirical literature on maternal job insecurity 
and children’s socio-emotional outcomes is consistent in pointing towards an inverse association. 
Thus, I hypothesise that: 
 
H4: Maternal job security will be associated with better children’s socio-
emotional functioning.  
 
Distinguishing Between Externalising and Internalising Problems 
Children’s socio-emotional functioning is argued to be an aggregation of two overlapping, yet inde-
pendent concepts: externalising problems and internalising problems (Cole et al., 1996; Eisenberg et 
al., 2001). As I will discuss in more detail later, externalising problems refers broadly to the child 
displaying (i) negative attitudes towards social norms, (ii) negative practices towards other people, 
and/or (iii) a limited ability to concentrate on a given task (e.g., hyperactivity). On the other hand, 
internalising problems refers broadly to the child experiencing negative emotions, such as depression, 
fear and anxiety (Gialamas et al., 2014; Van Leeuwen et al., 2006). Critically, research indicates that 
the social determinants of externalising problems are not always the same as those for internalising 
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problems, and that when the same factor influences both constructs, it often does so to different de-
grees. For example, Leve et al (2005) observed that amongst 17-year olds in the US maternal depres-
sion was only associated with externalising problems amongst boys (but not girls) and internalising 
problems amongst girls (but not boys), whereas harsh parenting was only associated with girls’ (but 
not boys’) externalising problems and boys (but not girls’) internalising problems. In addition, low 
household income was found to affect girls’ rates of internalising problems, but not their externalising 
problems rates. It is also possible –if not likely– that maternal employment and different job charac-
teristics are associated with internalising problems and externalising problems in different ways. Test-
ing this proposition empirically is part of the aims of this thesis. 
Recognizing this distinction, further, has important implications for policy and practice. First, the 
flow-on consequences for children’s concurrent and subsequent outcomes of experiencing internalis-
ing problems vs. externalising problems are different. Externalising problems is comparatively more 
likely to lead to risky behaviours such as substance use (e.g., Farmer et al., 2016; Sung et al., 2014), 
whereas in its most severe forms internalising problems is comparatively more likely to lead to neg-
ative outcomes such as self-harming and suicidal behaviour (e.g., Blasco-Fontecilla et al., 2016; Meri-
kangas et al., 2003; Whalen et al., 2015). Hence, establishing how maternal employment and job 
characteristics lead to either form of problem behaviours enhances our ability to anticipate any long-
run consequences for children, families and society as a whole. Therefore, empirically determining 
how different aspects of the maternal job situation lead to different forms of problem behaviours has 
practical value in preparing governments and practitioners for their likely consequences.  
While psychological research often separates internalising problems and externalising problems when 
addressing the social determinants of children’s mental health, doing so has been less customary in 
the sociological and economic literature. Given that sociologists and economists outnumber psy-
chologists in studies of the impacts of maternal employment and job characteristics on child wellbe-
ing, it is not surprising to find a dearth of empirical studies on these topics that split overall socio-
emotional functioning into these two components. Given this, I refrain from developing specific re-
search hypotheses, and instead ‘let the data speak for itself’. In the next section, however, I will review 
the available empirical literature on how internalising problems and externalising problems relate to 
children’s socio-emotional outcomes as a means to contextualise my findings. 
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Research Findings on Associations between Maternal Employment and Children’s Socio-Emo-
tional Functioning 
Empirical studies probing into the associations between maternal employment or job characteristics 
and children’s internalising problems are scarce. A meta-analysis by Lucas-Thompson et al. (2010) 
found that early maternal employment was not associated with internalising problems. Meanwhile, 
the results of studies on maternal work hours are inconclusive: one found a negative association with 
children’s internalising problems in the US (Johnson et al., 2012), and another found no association 
in Australia, using the Raine study (Johnson et al., 2013). Maternal job inflexibility (including night-
shift work and non-standard work hours) has been reported to be associated with higher children’s 
internalising problems in the US (Daniel et al., 2009; Dunifon et al., 2013; Johnson et al., 2012; Joshi 
& Bogen, 2007), with the association sometimes being mediated by parental stress. To the best of my 
knowledge, no empirical study examines the associations between maternal job insecurity and chil-
dren’s internalising problems. However, US studies have found associations between close proxies 
for job insecurity, such as job loss and economic hardship, and children’s internalising problems (e.g., 
Johnson et al., 2012; Puff & Renk, 2014). 
Empirical studies considering the associations between maternal employment or job characteristics 
and children’s externalising problems are also rare. The meta-analysis by Lucas-Thompson and col-
leagues (2010) discussed before failed to find links between early maternal employment and exter-
nalising problems. Two other studies also found that maternal employment during the child’s first 
three years (Aughinbaugh & Gittleman, 2004) or two (Lombardi & Coley, 2017) years of life was 
not associated with externalising problems during adolescence. However, a positive association be-
tween long maternal work hours and children’s externalising problems was reported for children 
whose mothers returned to the labour market in the first 24 months (Cabrera et al., 2014; Lombardi 
& Coley, 2017). Maternal job inflexibility was also negatively associated with children’s externalis-
ing problems in a study using the US Three-City Study data (Joshi & Bogen, 2007), with this associ-
ation being partly mediated by maternal stress levels. To my knowledge, no study has examined the 
associations between maternal job insecurity and children’s externalising problems. However, job 
insecurity is often associated with low family socio-economic status and family financial stress, and 
these factors are known predictors of children’s externalising problems (e.g., Amone-P’Olak et al., 
2009; Ponnet et al., 2016; Puff & Renk, 2014; Reynolds & Crea, 2014). 
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As can be inferred from this brief review of the literature, none of the available studies provides a 
systematic overview of the associations between maternal employment and job characteristics that 
compares their effects (i) on both internalising problems and externalising problems, and (ii) across 
different work-related factors. 
 
Summary 
The aim of this chapter was to provide a critical and comprehensive, yet condensed, literature review 
on how maternal employment status, maternal work hours, maternal job security and maternal job 
flexibility are associated with children’s socio-emotional functioning, both theoretically and empiri-
cally. Based on this, I developed four testable hypotheses. Additionally, I speculated about the possi-
bility that maternal employment and job characteristics display different associations with internalis-
ing and externalising child problem behaviours, and the importance of ascertaining this. The model 
presented in Figure 1 summarises my conceptual framework and will be used to guide my empirical 
analyses. The following chapter introduces the data, variables and analytical strategy that I will use 
in the empirical part of the thesis. 
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Chapter Three: Data and Methods 
In this chapter, I introduce the data and analytical approach on which my empirical analyses 
are based. I begin with an overview of the LSAC data, and continue by explaining the sample 
selection approach. I then provide details of the LSAC variables used in the analyses, and ex-
plain the methods employed to test my research hypotheses. 
The Longitudinal Study of Australian Children 
To examine the associations between maternal employment, maternal job characteristics and 
children’s socio-emotional functioning I use data from Growing Up in Australia: The Longi-
tudinal Study of Australian Children (LSAC) (Australian Institute of Family Studies, 2015; 
Edwards, 2012; Gray & Smart, 2009). LSAC is a nationally representative, biennial, acceler-
ated dual-cohort, panel dataset. The study collects data from a sample of Australian children 
followed from baseline in 2004 to 2014 (wave 6), and thus spans 10 years. This panel cohort 
study is the product of a collaboration between three national organisations: the Australian 
Government Department of Social Services (DSS), the Australian Institute of Family Studies 
(AIFS) and the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) (Soloff, et al., 2005) 
The unit of analysis in LSAC, as in this research, is the child. LSAC has two independent 
cohorts; the Birth cohort (B cohort) includes children born between March 2003 and February 
2004, while the Kindergarten cohort (K cohort) includes children born between March 1999 
and February 2000. At the start of the study, children in the B cohort were 0/1 years of age 
whereas children in the K cohort were 4/5 years of age. As shown in Table 1, the initial sample 
sizes for cohorts B and K were 5,107 and 4,983, respectively. Overall, 72.4% of children in the 
initial sample was still in the study in its last wave (wave 6, 2014).  
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Table 1. LSAC’s dual cohort cross-sequential design 
Cohort Study child’s age 
 0-1 years 
2-3 
years 
4-5 
years 
6-7 
years 
8-9 
years 
10-11 
years 
12-13 
years 
14-15 
years 
B cohort 
(response) 
Wave 1 
(5,107) 
Wave 2 
(4,606) 
Wave 3 
(4,386) 
Wave 4 
(4,242) 
Wave 5 
(4,085) 
Wave 6 
(3,764) 
  
K cohort 
(response) 
  
Wave 1 
(4,983) 
Wave 2 
(4,464) 
Wave 3 
(4,331) 
Wave 4 
(4,164) 
Wave 5 
(3,956) 
Wave 6 
(3,764) 
Notes: Growing Up in Australia: The Longitudinal Study of Australian Children (Australian Institute of Family 
Studies, 2015). 
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The data in LSAC have been collected from several different respondents who are in close 
contact with the child including the mother, father, carer, and teacher of the study child (SC), 
and the SC himself/herself. These data are generally collected via face-to-face interviews and 
self-reporting questionnaires. In addition, LSAC features administrative data linkages to the 
National Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) and three Medicare Aus-
tralia datasets. The data have also been enriched by linkages to the Australian Standard Geo-
graphic Classification (ASCG) and Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas (SEIFA) held by the 
ABS.  
LSAC collects information on a comprehensive array of topics on the SC and his/her family, 
school and neighbourhood environments. In this thesis, I make use of information on many 
such topics, including family demographics, the health status of the SC and his/her family 
members, parenting practices, parental paid work, parental relationships with the SC, and the 
SC’s social and emotional functioning. Further information is provided below. 
LSAC is a unique dataset for analysing the associations between maternal job characteristics 
and children’s socio-emotional functioning in Australia. First, LSAC contains detailed, high-
quality information on children’s socio-emotional functioning. Second, it also includes rich 
information on maternal employment and job characteristics. Third, the LSAC data span a pe-
riod of 10 years, which allows examination of the longitudinal associations between children’s 
socio-emotional functioning and maternal job characteristics.  
 
Sample Selection 
In my analyses, I use information from children in the LSAC B cohort for waves 3 to 6 and 
children in the LSAC K cohort for waves 1 to 6. As will be discussed below, I cannot use data 
on waves 1 and 2 for children in LSAC’s B cohort because these children are too young for 
information on their socio-emotional outcomes to be collected via the SDQ. 
I use two different analytical subsamples. The first subsample, hereafter referred to as Sample 
1, includes all children (4-15 years) living with both of their biological parents. This encom-
passes 29,701 observations from 7,524 children. The second subsample, hereafter referred to 
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as Sample 2, includes children living with both of their biological parents in dual-earner house-
holds (i.e., households in which both parents undertake at least one hour of paid employment 
each week). This includes 20,967 observations from 6,224 children. This distinction is neces-
sary because the thesis aims include (i) examination of the role of maternal employment status 
on children’s socio-emotional functioning (which requires a sample comprising employed and 
non-employed mothers to examine comparisons), and (ii) examination of the role of maternal 
job characteristics on children’s socio-emotional functioning (which requires a sample com-
prising only employed parents). As will be explained later, multivariate analyses exclude cases 
with missing information on any of the variables in the models. 
Missing data 
A note on the treatment of missing data is due here. Because it is desirable that Models 1 to 5 
are estimated using the same sample, I undertake list-wise deletion of missing data. That is, in 
all regression models I drop observations for children with missing information on any of the 
outcome, explanatory, mediating or control variables. This is necessary, as failure to do so 
would prevent me from testing mediation effects by comparing the magnitude and statistical 
significance of the coefficients on the same variable across the different models. I, however, 
retain observations from children who do not participate in every wave of the study. I opt for 
listwise deletion of missing data over the alternative approach of imputation because the latter 
would require consideration of the pattern of missingness, random vs. not random (Allison, 
2012), while accommodating the multi-level structure of the LSAC data. However, these tech-
niques are not yet well-implemented for multi-level data, and developing new techniques is out 
of scope for this thesis. 
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Measures 
Outcome Variable: The Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire 
SDQ total score 
The outcome of interest in this study is children’s socio-emotional functioning. To operation-
alise this, I use information from the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ) (Good-
man, 1997). The SDQ measures social, behavioural and emotional functioning for children and 
young people with normal intelligence, and –as will be explained later– can be divided into 
subscales capturing more specific aspects of these outcomes. 
The SDQ in LSAC is asked of children between 4 and 16 years of age –while other scales are 
age-specific. Given this, the SDQ has been measured in waves 1 to 6 for children in LSAC’s 
K cohort, and waves 3 to 6 for children in LSAC’s B cohort. In LSAC, the SDQ is derived 
using responses from the SC’s mother, father, and teacher/carer. In this thesis, I use mother-
reported SDQ scores.5 Altogether, the SDQ and its subscales constitute good-quality measures 
that have been used by previous studies in Australia, the UK, and other countries examining 
children’s socio-emotional functioning (see e.g., Goodman et al., 2003; He et al., 2013; John-
son et al., 2012; Künn-Nelen et al., 2015; Perales et al., 2015; Perna et al., 2010; Strazdins et 
al., 2013). 
The correspondence between the 25 items of the SDQ and the 5 SDQ sub-scales (emotional symp-
toms, hyperactivity, conduct problems, peer problems, pro-social behaviour) is shown in Table 2. 
For each of these questions, respondents are asked: “Please tick one box for each of the follow-
ing statements to best describe the study child’s behaviour over the past six months: …”. Across 
behaviours, informants can then choose between the following categories: [0] “Not true”, [1] 
“Somewhat true”, and [2] “Certainly true”. Scores for all 25 questions are summed into an 
                                               
5 I use mother-reported SDQ scores for several reasons: (i) my interest is on maternal employment status and 
maternal job characteristics; (ii) mother-reported SDQ scores have less missing data; (iii) mothers generally spend 
more time with their children than fathers or teachers/carers, and are more knowledgeable about their behaviours 
in different domains and environments (Baxter, 2009, 2011); and (iv) father-reported SDQs are available in fewer 
LSAC waves. 
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additive index. The resulting ‘SDQ total score’ ranges from 0 to 50, where higher values indi-
cate poorer outcomes (i.e., more socio-emotional problems). 
The distribution of the SDQ total score across all available LSAC data waves (pooled) for each 
of my two samples is presented in Figure 1, while the associated descriptive statistics are pre-
sented in Table 3.6 Sample 1 includes 29,701 observations.7 On a scale from 0-50, the mean 
for the SDQ total score for this sample is 9.28, and the standard deviation is 5.98. Sample 2 
includes 20,967 observations. Here, the SDQ total score mean is 8.81 and the standard devia-
tion is 5.71.8 
As can be appreciated by visual inspection of Figure 1, the distribution of the SDQ total score 
is not normal, but skewed to the right (Sample 1: skewness=0.98, kurtosis=4.21; Sample 2: 
skewness=0.97, kurtosis=4.18). Statistical inference measures in regression models, such as 
those deployed in this thesis, assume that the distribution of the regression errors is normally 
distributed. This is more likely to be the case when the outcome variable is normally distrib-
uted. However, following the Central Limit Theorem, this assumption turns out to be unprob-
lematic in large samples, when the number of observations is at least 300 (Shao, 2003, p. 47; 
Wooldridge, 2010, p. 42). Therefore, I chose not to transform the outcome variables.9  
  
                                               
6 Age-specific descriptive statistics on the outcome variables are reported in Appendix 3.  
7 In the empirical discussions, the term ‘observations’ is used to refer to ‘child-wave observations’. 
8 Age-specific distributions of the SDQ total score are shown in Appendix 2-1. 
9 Transforming an outcome variable is problematic for several reasons: (i) it makes it difficult to interpret results 
(as it alters the unit of analysis); (ii) it makes it hard to compare findings with those of other studies; (iii) it is 
difficult to find a transformation that produces a normal distribution, and (iv) against conventional wisdom, it is 
the distribution of the regression errors and not of the outcome variable that needs to be normally distributed (and 
the distribution of the errors in my models appears to be normal). These show the same pattern of results as for 
the main models presented in the body of the thesis. 
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Table 2. Scales, subscales and items in the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire 
Scale Subscale Items 
IP Emotional symptoms scale  
1. Often complains of headaches, stomach aches or sickness 
2. Many worries, often seems worried 
3. Often unhappy, depressed or tearful 
4. Nervous or clingy in new situations, easily loses confi-
dence 
5. Many fears, easily scared 
EP Hyperactivity and inattention 
scale 
 
  1. Restless, overactive, cannot stay still for long 
2. Constantly fidgeting or squirming 
3. Easily distracted, concentration wanders 
4. Thinks things out before acting 
5. Good attention span, sees chores or homework through to 
the end 
EP Conduct problems scale  
  Age 4:  
1. Often loses temper 
2. Generally well behaved, usually does what adults 
request 
3. Often fights with other children or bullies them 
4. Often argumentative with adults 
5. Can be spiteful to others 
Older children:  
1. Often loses temper 
2. Generally well behaved, usually does what adults 
request 
3. Often fights with other children or bullies them 
4. Often lies or cheats 
5. Steals from home, school or elsewhere 
n/a Prosocial behaviour scale  
  1. Considerate of other people’s feelings 
2. Shares readily with other children (treats, toys, pencils, 
etc.) 
3. Helpful if someone is hurt, upset or feeling ill 
4. Kind to younger children 
5. Often volunteers to help others (parents, teachers, other 
children) 
IP Peer relationship problems 
scale 
 
  1. Rather solitary, tends to play alone 
2. Has at least one good friend 
3. Generally liked by other children 
4. Picked on or bullied by children  
5. Gets on better with adults than with other children 
Notes: IP: Internalising problems. EP: Externalising problems. n/a: Not applicable. 
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Figure 2. Distribution of the SDQ total score 
 
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. 
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     Table 3. Descriptive statistics on the outcome variables 
  Sample 1 Sample 2 
 
Mean/% 
(SD) 
Median Observations 
Mean/% 
(SD) 
Median Observations 
SDQ total score 
(ranges from 0 to 50) 
 
9.28 
(5.98) 
8 29,701 
8.82 
(5.71) 
 
8 20,967 
Internalising problems 
(ranges from 0 to 20) 
 
3.00 
(2.77) 
2 29,703 
2.83 
(2.64) 
 
2 20,967 
Externalising problems 
(ranges from 0 to 20) 
4.52 
(3.33) 
4 29,706 
4.31 
(3.22) 
4 20,969 
 Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6.  
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Dimensions of the SDQ: Internalising and Externalising Problems 
The scores in the 25 items comprising the SDQ can be grouped into 5 subscales capturing 
Emotional Symptoms, Conduct Problems, Hyperactivity and Inattention, Peer Relationship 
Problems, and Prosocial Behaviour. Each of these subscales is constructed as the sum of the 
scores on 5 questions, and ranges from 0 to 10.I note that the prosocial behaviour subscale is 
reverse coded so that high scores indicate poorer child outcomes, consistent with the other 
subcales.  
As discussed in Section 2 in the literature review, it is possible that maternal employment and 
job characteristics do not influence these dimensions in a uniform way. If this was the case, 
then analyses of the SDQ total score would mask diverging associations between maternal 
employment and job characteristics and child outcomes across different SDQ domains (e.g., 
Mellor & Stokes, 2007; Rønning et al., 2004; Ruchkin et al., 2007; Van Leeuwen et al., 2006). 
One contribution of this research is to examine the associations between maternal employment 
and job characteristics and two different dimensions of children’s socio-emotional functioning. 
Specifically, I consider the separate impacts of maternal employment and job characteristics 
on (i) internalising problems and (ii) externalising problems. This distinction is indicated by 
Goodman et al., (2003), and follows theoretical perspectives in developmental psychology 
(e.g., attachment theory (Gross & Thompson, 2007)), as well as empirical practice in develop-
mental psychology, sociology, and public health (e.g., Dickey & Blumberg, 2004; Gialamas et 
al., 2014; Koskelainen et al., 2001; Van Leeuwen et al., 2006).  
Table 2 shows how I operationalise the two scales capturing internalising problems and exter-
nalising problems in the LSAC data. The scale capturing internalising problems is the sum of 
the Emotional Symptoms and Peer Relationship Problem subscales of the SDQ. The external-
ising problems scale is the sum of the Hyperactivity and Inattention and Conduct problems 
subscales of the SDQ. This is the same approach undertaken by Gialamas and colleagues 
(2014) and Goodman and colleagues (2003). For both scales, the possible range is 0 to 20. In 
some of my analyses, I use each of these two scales as the outcome variables.10  
                                               
10 There are other possible ways to divide the SDQ total score into internalising and externalising problems. For 
example, Mission et al. (2011) equate the emotional symptoms subscale to internalising problems, and aggregate 
the conduct problems, hyperactivity and inattention subscales to measure externalising problems. The results of 
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Internalising Problems 
Internalising problems are reflected by the child’s experience of distress, sadness, fear, and 
anxiety in response to mild aversive stimuli (Eisenberg et al., 2001), and include somatic com-
plaints, obsessions, and phobias (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1978). These behaviours are clas-
sified as internalising because their manifestation remains ‘inside the child’ (Bell-Dolan et al., 
1995). As explained before, I operationalise internalising problems by aggregating the emo-
tional symptoms, and peer relationship problems subscales of the SDQ.11  
As shown in Table 3, and Figure 3, on a scale from 0 to 20, the internalising problems scale 
has a mean of 3 and a standard deviation of 2.77 for children in Sample 1 (n=29,703), and a 
mean of 2.83 and a standard deviation of 2.64 for children in Sample 2 (n=20,967).12 
 
                                               
sensitivity analyses using these alternative measures of internalising problem and externalising problems are con-
sistent with those presented here. 
11 This is contingent on the SC having non-missing information in both of these subscales. The same logic applies 
to the construction of the externalising problems scale. 
12 Age-specific distributions of the internalising problems and externalising problems scales can be found in Ap-
pendix 2-2. 
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Figure 3. Distribution of the internalising problems scale 
 
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. 
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Externalising Problems 
The second dimension of children’s socio-emotional functioning that I consider is externalising 
problems. These refer to an array of aggressive and disruptive behaviours, such as arguing, 
fighting, and harming others (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1978; Campbell, 1995; Duncan & Mag-
nuson, 2011; Hinshaw, 2002; Johnson et al., 2013; Schindler et al., 2015), which are argued to 
emerge due to frustration and anger (Eisenberg et al., 2001). As they can be directly perceived 
by observers, they are catalogued as ‘externalising’. As explained, I operationalise externalis-
ing problems by summing the Hyperactivity and Inattention and Conduct Problem subscales 
of the SDQ. Campbell (1995) and Hinshaw (2002) use a similar approach. 
As depicted in Figure 4, the resulting externalising problems scale ranges from 0 to 20. In 
Sample 1, it includes 29,706 observations, it has a mean of 4.52, and a standard deviation of 
3.33 (Table 3). In Sample 2, it has 20,969 observations, a mean of 4.31, and a standard devia-
tion of 3.22. Compared to the measure capturing internalising problems, the measure capturing 
externalising problems has a higher mean (and median), which suggests that externalising prob-
lems are more prevalent in my LSAC samples.13  
                                               
13 Previous Australian studies have made it clear that there is no clinical cut-off for the Australian population (see 
Gialamas et al., 2014). Also, Goodman et al. (2010), using UK data, emphasises that cut-offs are only suitable to 
consider extreme cases or disorders. In addition, other recent studies use the SDQ in the same way as I do (e.g. 
Perales et al., 2015). 
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Figure 4. Distribution of the externalising problems scale 
 
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. 
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Figure 5 is a Venn diagram that shows how internalising problems and externalising problems 
in LSAC overlap. For this type of diagram, discrete measures are required. I therefore collapse 
the continuous internalising problems and externalising problems scales into discrete measures 
denoting children with low-risk behaviours (scores between 0 and 4 for internalising problems 
and 0 and 6 for externalising problems) and children with high-risk behaviours (scores between 
4 and 20 for internalising problems and 6 and 20 for externalising problems), based on standard 
definitions (see Goodman 1997, p. 586). For the sake of parsimony, I only do this for children 
in Sample 2, but the figures are very similar for children in Sample 1. 
The results are telling about the degree of comorbidity between internalising problems and 
externalising problems. In 65% of the child-wave observations (n=13,641) children do not ex-
perience high-risk behaviours in any domain. In the remaining 35% of the observations 
(n=6,326) children experience high-risk behaviours in at least one of the two domains. In 26% 
of the observations (n=5,459) children experience high-risk behaviours in just one domain. Of 
these, in 13% of the observations (n=2,670) they experience only high-risk internalising prob-
lems , and in another 13% (n=2,789) only high-risk externalising problems. In just 9% of the 
observations (n=1,867) children experience both in internalising problems and externalising 
problems. 
The fact that issues pertaining to internalising problems and externalising problems do not of-
ten overlap reinforces the point that these capture different aspects of children’s socio-emo-
tional functioning, and highlights the importance of considering these constructs independently 
in the empirical analyses. 
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Figure 5. Overlap between internalising and externalising problems 
 
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. Sample: Dual-earner families. 
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Explanatory Variables 
In this section I discuss my explanatory variables, and provide details on their derivation and 
their distributions. In this study, I will consider two sets of key explanatory variables: (i) ma-
ternal employment status, and (ii) maternal job characteristics, which encompasses maternal 
work hours, maternal job insecurity, and maternal job flexibility. 
Maternal Employment Status 
Information on maternal employment status is derived from a question asking mothers in 
LSAC: “Which of the following best describes your current employment status?”. Mothers can 
choose one of the following categories: [1] “Employed”, [2] “Unemployed”, and [3] “Not in 
labour force”. As shown in Table 5, the ‘employed’ category in Sample 1 includes 73% of 
mother-wave observations (n=22,469), the ‘unemployed’ category includes 2% of the obser-
vations (n=628), and the ‘not in the labour force’ category includes 25% of the observations 
(n=7,684). Because mothers are unemployed in only 2% of the observations, in subsequent 
analyses I merge the categories ‘unemployed’ and ‘not in the labour force’ into a ‘non-em-
ployed’ category comprising 27% of all Sample 1 observations (n=8,312). Since Sample 2 is 
limited to dual-earner households, all of the mothers in this sample are by definition employed. 
Maternal Job Characteristics 
In this thesis I consider the impacts on children’s socio-emotional functioning of three maternal 
job characteristics: maternal work hours, maternal job security, and maternal job flexibility. 
Information on the derivation and statistical properties of these key explanatory variables fol-
lows. In this section, I discuss only descriptive statistics for Sample 2 comprising observations 
from employed mothers. This is because, as explained before, Sample 1 includes also observa-
tions from non-employed mothers. 
Information about maternal work hours is based on a question in LSAC asking mothers “How 
many hours per week do you usually work in all jobs, including any paid or unpaid overtime?”. 
Mothers’ responses include the actual number of hours. I recode these into 3 discrete catego-
ries: [1] “Fewer than 20 hours per week” [2] “20 to 35 hours per week”, and [3] “More than 
35 hours per week”. These distinguish between short part-time employment, long part-time 
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employment, and full-time employment. As shown in Table 5, in Sample 2, comprising only 
individuals in dual-earner households, in 40.15% of the observations (n=8,683) mothers work 
fewer than 20 hours, in 33.38% (n=7,220) mothers work between 20 and 35 hours, and in 
26.47% (n=5,726) mothers work more than 35 hours. Hence, my data suggest that most moth-
ers of children aged 4-16 in LSAC work part time, with just over a quarter of them working 
full time. 
Maternal job security is measured by a question asking mothers in LSAC “How secure do you 
feel in your present job?”. This has 4 possible responses: [1] “Very insecure”, [2] “Not very 
secure”, [3] “Secure”, and [4] “Very secure”. As per Table 5, in Sample 2, in 2.7% of the 
observations (n=514) mothers feel ‘very insecure’; in 9.4% (n=1,819) they feel ‘not very se-
cure’; in 42.8% (n=8,287) they feel ‘secure’; and in 45.2% (n=8,760) they feel ‘very secure’. 
Hence, the data suggest that job insecurity is a relatively uncommon phenomenon among Aus-
tralian mothers, with just over 10% referring to their jobs as either ‘very insecure’ or ‘not very 
secure’. 
Maternal job flexibility is measured using mothers’ responses to a question that reads: “Still 
thinking about your main job, how much do you agree or disagree with these statements? I 
have a lot of freedom to decide how I do my own work”. Responses are in a 5-point Likert scale: 
[1] “Strongly disagree”, [2] “Disagree”, [3] “Neither disagree, nor agree”, [4] “Agree”, and 
[5] “Strongly agree”. As shown in Table 5, in 4.1% of observations (n=820) mothers in Sample 
2 strongly disagreed with this statement, in 16.3% (n=2,419) they disagreed, in 18.1% 
(n=3,588) they neither agreed nor disagreed, in 40.7% (n=8,079) they agreed, and in 25% 
(n=4,960) they strongly agreed. These figures hence indicate that job inflexibility is not very 
prevalent among Australian mothers, with just about 15% them falling into the ‘disagree’ or 
‘strongly disagree’ response options.14  
                                               
14 The maternal job security and flexibility variables enter the models as continuous instead of discrete variables. 
Collapsing these variables into dummy variables and using these in the models did not alter the pattern of results. 
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics on the key explanatory variables 
 Sample 1 Sample 2 
 % Observations % Observations 
Explanatory variables (%)     
 
Maternal employment status 
    
        Employed 73.00 22,469   
        Non-employed 
 
27.00 8,312   
Mother’s average weekly work hours     
        Fewer than 20 hours   40.15 8,683 
        20 to 35 hours   33.38 7,220 
        More than 35 hours     
   
  26.47 5,726 
Maternal job security      
        Very insecure job   2.65 514 
        Not very secure job   9.39 1,819 
        Secure job   42.76 8,287 
        Very secure job 
 
  45.20 8,760 
Maternal job flexibility     
        Strongly disagree   4.13 820 
        Disagree    12.18 2,419 
        Neither agree nor disagree   18.06 3,588 
        Agree    40.67 8,079 
        Strongly agree   24.97 4,960 
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6.  
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Mediating Variables 
Mediating variables refer to the variables by which the focal explanatory variables are linked 
to the dependent variable (Baron & Kenny, 1986). Based on previous theory and evidence, I 
examine three channels (or pathways) through which maternal employment and maternal job 
characteristics may affect children’s socio-emotional functioning: household income, maternal 
mental health, and parenting style. Descriptive statistics on the variables capturing these factors 
are presented in Table 5. 
Parental Mental Health 
Parental mental health is measured by the Kessler 6 Psychological Distress Scale (K6), which 
captures non-specific psychological distress. This is a short version of the Kessler Psycholog-
ical Distress scale (Kessler et al., 2002), and is constructed by averaging out the scores on 6 
items asking parents in LSAC: “In the past 4 weeks, how often did you feel …?” (i) “…nerv-
ous”, (ii) “…hopeless”, (iii) “…restless or fidgety”, (iv) “…that everything was an effort”, (v) 
“…so sad that nothing could cheer you up”, and (vi) “…worthless”. Possible answers for these 
are on a five-point Likert scale: [1] “All of the time”, [2] “Most of the time”, [3] “Some of the 
time”, [4] “A little of the time”, [5] “None of the time”.  
As illustrated in Figure 6, the K6 ranges from 1 to 5, with higher scores indicating better mental 
health. The use of this scale to approximate parental mental health in studies of children’s 
socio-emotional functioning is widespread (see e.g., Ludwig et al., 2012; Ludwig et al., 2013; 
Perales et al., 2015). Average maternal mental health operationalised using the K6 is 4.5 
(SD=0.6) in Sample 1, and 4.5 (SD=0.5) in Sample 2. Average paternal mental health in Sam-
ple 1 is 4.5 (SD=0.5), and 4.6 (SD=0.5) in Sample 2.15
                                               
15 The skewness of the parental mental health variables is not of concern, as these are explanatory and not out-
come variables. Also, as per Appendix 4 (Table 15) the correlation between maternal mental health and paternal 
mental health is not high (0.19). This suggests that collinearity of these variables is not an issue for the models 
estimated. 
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Figure 6. Distribution of the parental mental health scales 
 
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. 
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Parenting Style 
I use two measures of parenting style available in LSAC: (i) a warm parenting scale, and (ii) 
an angry parenting scale. In the child development literature, these are amongst the most com-
monly used instruments used to assess parenting style (Coley et al., 2011; Emersone et al., 
2011; Gross & Thompson, 2007; Hadzic et al., 2013; Mullan & Higgins, 2014). 
Parental warmth or responsive parenting captures the degree to which parents express affection 
towards the child, and are aware of the child’s needs (Zubrick, Nina Lucas, E. M. Westrupp, 
& J. M. Nicholson, 2014, p. 4). In LSAC, this is measured by the Child Rearing Questionnaire 
(Paterson & Sanson, 1999); an additive scale based on 6 items: “Thinking about study child 
over the last six months, how often did you…” [1] “…hug or hold study child for no particular 
reason?”, [2] “…tell study child how happy he/she makes you?”, [3] “…have warm, close times 
together with study child?”, [4] “…enjoy listening to study child and doing things with 
him/her?”, and [5] “…feel close to this child both when he/she was happy and when he/she was 
upset?” [6] “…express affection by hugging, kissing and holding this child”. Possible answers 
to these questions are in a five-point Likert scale, as follows: [1] “Never/Almost never”, [2] 
“Rarely”, [3] “Sometimes”, [4] “Often”, [5] “Always/Almost always”. The scores on these 6 
questions are then added up into a single warm parenting scale ranging from 1 to 5; where 
higher scores denote a warmer relationship between the parent and the SC. As depicted in 
Figure 7, the means of the warm parenting scale in Samples 1 and 2 are 4.4 (SD=0.6) for moth-
ers and 4 (SD=0.6) for fathers. Thus, maternal parenting is on average ‘warmer’ than paternal 
parenting. 
Angry parenting or irritable parenting refers to practices characterized by parents displaying 
feelings of frustration and anger towards the child (Zubrick et al., 2014). The angry parenting 
scale available in LSAC was adopted from the National Longitudinal Study of Children and 
Youth in Canada (2000). Parents are asked how often the following four situations happen: [1] 
“Of all the times you talk to Study Child about his/her behaviour, how often is this praise?”, 
[2] “how often is this disapproval?”, [3] “how often are you angry when you punish Study 
Child?”, and [4] “how often do you feel you are having problems managing Study Child in 
general?”. Possible answers are [1] “Never/Almost never”, [2] “Rarely”, [3] “Sometimes”, [4] 
“Often”, [5] “Always/Almost always”. Scores on these 4 items are reverse coded where appro-
priate, and added up into an angry parenting scale ranging from 1 to 5, in which higher scores 
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denote more angry parenting. As is illustrated in Figure 8, the means of the maternal and pa-
ternal angry parenting scales in Samples 1 and 2 are the same: 2.1 (SD=0.6). 
Figure 7. Distribution of the warm parenting scales 
 
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. 
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Figure 8. Distribution of the angry parenting scales 
 
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3, 4, 5 & 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. 
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Household Income 
LSAC contains information on the weekly gross income of all household members (Mullan, 
Daraganova, & Baker, 2015). I derive an operational measure of household income by aggre-
gating the weekly income of all adults living in the SC’s household. Because the LSAC data 
are longitudinal, I adjust the household income measure for inflation using the Consumer Price 
Index, taking 2014 as the base year (ABS, 2011). Following conventions in the literature, I 
then equivalised the resulting income variable by taking account of the household size and 
composition (number of children and number of adults) (ABS, 2006; Anyaegbu, 2010).16 
I use the resulting household income information to create a categorical income variable with 
four theoretically-informed categories: [1] “Income-poor families” (families receiving less than 
70% of the weekly sample median income), [2] “Low-income families” (families receiving be-
tween 70% of the sample median weekly income and the median weekly income), [3] “Mod-
erate-income families” (families in the second quartile of the sample’s weekly income distri-
bution), and [4] “High-income families” (families in the top quartile of the sample’s weekly 
income distribution). This categorization is relevant because 70% of the sample median house-
hold income has been suggested as the threshold for child poverty in Australia (Saunders, 2005, 
p. 120). Hence, my analyses will be comparable to those of other studies using that poverty 
line. In my data, the first category refers to families whose inflation-adjusted, equivalised, 
gross, weekly income is less than AU$501, the second refers to families whose income is be-
tween AU$501 and AU$717, the third refers to families whose income is between AU$717 
and AU$1,002, and the fourth refers to families whose income is greater than AU$1,002.  
In Sample 1, in 21.8% of observations households fall into category 1, in 21.6% they fall into 
category 2, in 28.1% they fall into category 3, and in 28.6% they fall into category 4. In Sample 
                                               
16 This involves multiplying household income by an equivalence factor which assigns a score of 1 to the first 
adult household member (15 years old or over), a score of 0.5 to each subsequent adult household member, and a 
score of 0.3 to each child household member –for further details, see (ABS, 2006; Saunders, 2005). 
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2, the analogous figures are 11.9% (category 1), 20% (category 2), 33% (category 3), and 
35.4% (category 4).17 
                                               
17 As expected, there are more high maternal education and high-income families and fewer low-income families 
in Sample 2 than Sample 1. This is because maternal employment is likely to be associated with maternal educa-
tion, and maternal employment is also a major source of income to the household, and so dual-earner households 
enjoy a better financial situation than other households. 
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Table 5. Descriptive statistics on the mediating variables 
 Sample 1 Sample 2 
 Mean/% 
(SD) 
Median Observations Mean/% 
(SD) 
Median Observations 
Maternal mental health scale (range: 1 – 5) 4.50 
(0.55) 
4.67 29,136 4.53 
(0.51) 
4.67 20,674 
       
Paternal mental health scale (range: 1 – 5) 
 
4.53 
(0.52) 
4.67 23,072 4.55 
(0.50) 
4.67 16,537 
       
Maternal warm parenting scale (range: 1 – 5) 4.36 
(0.56) 
4.5 29,699 4.37 
(0.55) 
4.5 20,977 
       
Paternal warm parenting (range: 1 – 5) 4.03 
(0.63) 
4.5 23,190 4.04 
(0.62) 
4 16,599 
       
Maternal angry parenting scale (range: 1 – 5) 2.14 
(0.61) 
2 29,691 2.12 
(0.60) 
2 20,971 
       
Paternal angry parenting scale (range: 1 – 5) 2.15 
(0.62) 
2 23,169 2.14 
(0.61) 
2 16,588 
       
Household income (%)       
Income-poor families (<$501) 21.78  7,625 11.86  2,793 
Low-income families ($501-$717) 21.59  7,560 19.90  4,687 
Moderate-income families ($717-$1,002) 28.08  9,833 32.81  7,729 
High-income families ($1,002 - $18,799) 28.55  9,999 35.43  8,345 
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. 
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Control Variables 
As will be explained in the Analytical Approach section below, my analyses include multivar-
iate regression models that adjust (i.e., control, account) for a number of factors. These are 
factors which are known to be correlated with both children’s socio-emotional functioning, as 
well as with maternal job characteristics and maternal employment. Adjusting for these poten-
tial confounders is important to establish the associations between maternal employment and 
job characteristics and children’s socio-emotional functioning more robustly, as it would min-
imize the risk that my estimates suffer from omitted-variable bias (Chamberlain, 2008; 
Wooldridge, 2010). 
Variables used as statistical controls in the regression models include: 
• an LSAC cohort indicator [B cohort/K cohort]; 
• socio-demographic characteristics of the SC: age [in years], gender [male/female], In-
digenous status [Indigenous/not Indigenous], language spoken at home is English 
[yes/no], age SC stopped breastfeeding [in years];18 
• family structure and family processes: mother’s age when SC was born [in years], study 
child has a sibling [no/younger/ older/ both], somebody in home is disabled (not the 
SC) [yes/no],19 and an stressful life events index;20 
                                               
18 While not all studies use duration of breastfeeding as a control variable, an emerging literature has linked 
breastfeeding to positive child outcomes (e.g. Belfort et al., 2016; Fitzsimons & Vera-Hernández, 2015) and other 
recent Australian studies use this as a covariate (Perales et al., 2016). Hence, I include this in my models. 
19 The variable capturing disability is based on a question in LSAC asking the main respondent: “Does the family 
member have a condition or disability that has lasted, or is likely to last, for 6 months or more?”.  
20 The life events index is a cumulative scale ranging from 0 to 22 constructed by aggregating the number of times 
the SC had experienced one of the following life events in the last year, as reported by the SC’s mother: “illness, 
injury or assault”, “illness etc. to close relative”, “pregnant or had a baby”, “close friend or other relatives 
died”, “relationship separation”, “broke off a steady relationship”, “living with new partner”, “had a new house 
member”, “problem with friend or relative”, “had a major financial crisis”, “work disappointment”, “thought 
would soon lose job”, “lost the job”, “sought work unsuccessfully”, “legal problems”, “valuable lost or stolen”, 
“household problem”, “changed jobs or returned to work”, “increased work hours”, “decreased work hours”, 
“moved house”, “been away from home a lot”, “lived in drought-affected area”, and “home of local area was 
affected by bushfire, flooding or a severe storm”. This scale was developed by Anstey et al. (2011) to capture 
stress that arises from exposure to negative life events. Monroe and Harkness (2005) provide evidence that stress-
ful life events are associated with negative physical and mental health outcomes. 
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• socio-economic status: mother has bachelor degree or higher [yes/no], Socio-Economic 
Index for Areas,21 and  
• Paternal employment and job characteristics: paternal employment status [em-
ployed/non-employed], paternal work hours [fewer than 20/20 to 35/35 to 50/more than 
50], paternal job security [very insecure/insecure/secure/very secure], and paternal job 
flexibility [strongly disagree/disagree/neither disagree nor agree/agree/strongly 
agree]).22 
Table 6 reports descriptive statistics on these variables.23 
In about 60% of the child-wave observations children belong to the K cohort, and there are 
roughly equal numbers of observations of male and female children in both samples. The age 
of the children ranges from 4 to 15 years, and on average children are just over 8 years in both 
samples. In around 2% of the observations children are Indigenous and in about 90% they speak 
English at home. The age at which the SC stopped breastfeeding ranges from 0 to 4 and a half 
years, with the average duration being 9 months.  
Maternal age when the SC was born ranges from 17 to 52 years, with averages of about 33 and 
34 years for Samples 1 and 2. Across both samples, in about 12% of the observations children 
have no siblings, in 30% they have only younger siblings, in 42%-43% they have only older 
siblings, and in 13%-17% they have both younger and older siblings. In 28% of the Sample 1 
observations and in 25% of the Sample 2 observations children live in households in which at 
                                               
21 There are well known correlations between area-level disadvantage and child outcomes (e.g. Edwards & Brom-
field, 2010). Therefore, I use SEIFA to capture area-level disadvantage. The Socio-Economic Index for Areas 
(SEIFA) is an index that ranks areas in Australia based on their relative advantage/disadvantage, using information 
gathered from Census data (Pink, 2011). In LSAC, the index ranges from 584 to 1266, with higher values indi-
cating higher locational advantage.  
22 Paternal employment status is only relevant for Sample 1, in which both fathers and mothers could be non-
employed. Paternal job characteristics are only available for Sample 2, which captures dual-earner couples and in 
which both parents are by definition employed. 
23 Other theoretically- and empirically-informed variables were also considered as potential control variables. For 
the sake of simplicity, these were eventually excluded from the models if they did not change the pattern of results. 
They include, amongst others, father’s age when SC was born, father’s education, number of other adults in the 
household, number of siblings of SC in the household, and parental leave entitlements in their jobs.  
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least one person (other than the study child) has a disability. The stressful life events index has 
an average of 1.8 for both samples. 
In 37% of the Sample 1 observations and in 41% of the Sample 2 observations mothers have 
completed a degree. The average SEIFA score is 1,016 in Sample 1 and 1,019 in Sample 2. 
In Sample 1, in 95% of observations fathers are employed. In Sample 2, in over two thirds of 
the observations (67.5%) fathers work between 35 and 50 hours per week, in 23.8% they work 
more than 50 hours per week. In fewer than 9% of the observations fathers have part-time work 
arrangements, i.e., work fewer than 35 hours per week. In almost 88% of Sample 2 observations 
fathers have ‘secure’ or ‘very secure’ jobs, and in over 73% they ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed’ 
that they had freedom to decide how to do their jobs.  
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         Table 6. Descriptive statistics on the control variables 
 Sample 1 Sample 2 
 Mean/% 
(SD) 
Observations Mean/% 
(SD) 
Observations 
Cohort K (%) 59.64 
 
18,392 59.89 12,965 
Study child’s age (range: 4 - 15) 
 
8.10 
(3.19) 
 
30,840 8.41 
(3.19) 
21,647 
Study child is female (%) 48.92 
 
15,087 49.57 10,730 
Study child is Indigenous (%) 2.06 
 
634 1.72 372 
Language at home is English (%) 89.54 
 
27,613 91.88 19,889 
Age study child stopped breastfeeding (years) 
 
0.73 
(0.65) 
 
30,548 0.73 
(0.63) 
21,448 
Mother’s age when SC was born (years) 33.36 
(5.05) 
 
30,840 34.09 
(4.82) 
21,647 
Study child has a sibling (%)     
      No 11.76 4,569 11.68 3,018 
      Younger  30.10 11,700 30.76 7,951 
      Older 41.59 16,166 43.25 11,178 
      Both younger and older 16.55 6,433 14.31 3,698 
Somebody in the home is disabled (not study child) (%) 28.06 
 
10,905 24.55 5,315 
Stressful life events index (range: 0 - 22) 1.78 
(1.95) 
28,357 1.79 
(1.93) 
20,164 
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Mother has bachelor degree or higher (%) 
 
36.98 11,388 41.25 8,918 
Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas  
 
1,016 
(74) 
30,837 1,019 
(73) 
21,627 
Paternal employment status (%):     
        Employed 94.81 29,222   
        Non-employed 5.19 1,600   
     
Paternal work hours per week (%):     
        Fewer than 20   2.43 526 
        20 to 35   6.25 1,352 
        35 to 50        67.50 14,612 
        More than 50   23.82 5,157 
     
Paternal job security (%):     
        Very insecure   2.41 385 
        Not very insecure   9.85 1,573 
        Secure   47.39 7,569 
        Very secure   40.35 6,445 
     
Paternal job flexibility (%):     
        Strongly disagree   2.59 423 
        Disagree    9.57 1,561 
        Neither agree nor disagree   14.58 2,378 
        Agree    43.45 7,084 
        Strongly agree   29.80 4,859 
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6.  
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Analytic Approach 
In this section I introduce the statistical techniques that I will use to answer my research ques-
tions. These techniques can be divided into two groups: (i) bivariate techniques and (ii) multi-
variate techniques. Bivariate techniques assess the associations between two variables. I use 
two bivariate techniques: t tests and analyses of variance (ANOVA). Multivariate techniques 
assess the relationship between multiple (i.e., more than two) variables. Here, I use regression 
models examining the partial relationships between many explanatory and control variables, 
and an outcome variable. More specifically, my multivariate analyses rely on random-effect 
panel regression models which exploit the longitudinal data available in LSAC. I describe each 
of these techniques in more detail in the sections that follow. 
Bivariate Techniques 
T Tests 
The t test is a statistical technique for bivariate analysis that can be used to statistically compare 
the mean of a continuous variable across the two categories of a dichotomous variable. Here, I 
use independent group t tests, because I compare the mean of my outcome variables (i.e., SDQ 
total score, internalising problems , and externalising problems) across two different and inde-
pendent groups defined by maternal employment status (i.e., employed; non-employed). In 
these t tests, the null hypothesis, H0, is that the sample means for the two groups are equal in 
the population. The alternative hypothesis, Ha, is that they are not. The test statistic for t tests 
is given by: 
 
! = #$%%%%&#'%%%%()$'*$ +	)''*'  (1) 
 
where -.%%% and -/%%% are the means on the variable of interest for the first and second group, 0. and 0/ are the respective standard deviations, and 1. and 1/ the total number of observations. The 
p values associated with these t statistics come from a two-tailed t-distribution with n-1 degrees 
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of freedom (Lock, 2013, p. 390). If the p value is smaller than an arbitrary threshold, then H0 
is rejected. That is, one can conclude that the population means of the two groups are consid-
ered to be significantly different. In this thesis, I use the 90% confidence level, or p<0.1. 
Analysis of Variance 
The one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) is a bivariate statistical technique designed to 
compare whether the mean of a continuous dependent variable is different across the different 
groups of a categorical variable. Unlike the t tests discussed above, ANOVA tests can be per-
formed on discrete variables with more than two categories. I use this technique to compare 
the means of my outcome variables across the different categories of those explanatory varia-
bles that have more than two categories (i.e., maternal work hours, maternal job security, and 
maternal job flexibility). The null hypothesis in these tests, H0, is that there are no differences 
in the group means. The alternative hypothesis, Ha, is that there are differences in the group 
means. The test statistic for the one-way ANOVA, F, is given by:  
 
F =234235 (2)        
 
where MSG stands for mean sum of square groups (∑7(#&#̅)';&. ), MSE stands for mean sum of 
squares due to error (∑(7&.)<'=&; ), n is the number of observations in each group, N is the total 
number of observations, k is the number of groups, x is the value of a given observation, and -̅ 
is the mean of groups. The p-values associated with this F-statistic come from the F-distribu-
tion (Lock, 2013, p. 499). As above, I take a p-value smaller than 0.1 as evidence of statistical 
significance. 
 
Multivariate Techniques: Random-Effect Panel Regression Models 
Bivariate techniques are illustrative of the magnitude and direction of the ‘raw’ associations 
between two variables. Yet, when researchers want to retrieve estimates that better approximate 
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the causal impact of an explanatory variable on the outcome variable, multivariate techniques 
are required (Goldstein, 2011). These techniques are necessary to adjust for the fact that other 
factors may be correlated with both the explanatory and outcome variable. If unaccounted, 
these may give rise to spurious associations through omitted-variable bias (Wooldridge, 2010). 
For example, maternal education leads to both maternal employment and better children’s so-
cio-emotional functioning. Hence, failure to incorporate this variable into my models will result 
in a biased estimate of the effect of maternal employment on children’s socio-emotional func-
tioning. The size and direction of the bias depends on the direction and magnitude of the cor-
relations between the confounder variable (maternal education), the explanatory variable of 
interest (in this example, maternal employment) and the outcome variable (children’s socio-
emotional functioning). 
The most widely-used multivariate technique in survey research is regression. When the out-
come variable is continuous, regression takes the form of Ordinary Least Square (OLS) regres-
sion. An OLS regression model of children’s socio-emotional functioning can be represented 
as: 
 
>?@ = A + 	CD + 	EF + 	G (3) 
 
where SDQ is a measure of children’s socio-emotional outcomes, α is the model’s grand inter-
cept, M is an explanatory variable (or set of explanatory variables) capturing maternal employ-
ment status or job characteristics and β its associated vector of coefficients, X is a vector of 
control variables and γ its associated vector of coefficients, and v is a composite error term. 
Unbiased and efficient estimation of the model parameters in OLS regression is contingent on 
a number of assumptions (see: Hayashi, 2000). Of most importance to this thesis is the assump-
tion that observations from each unit are independent from each other. This assumption is how-
ever violated by default in a panel dataset such as LSAC, as the same children are interviewed 
in a number of occasions and so their observations will be correlated with each other –that is, 
their observations are not independent. To correct for this, I estimate random-effect panel re-
gression models that account for the correlation between the repeated observations from the 
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same children over time. Random-effect panel regression models can be formally expressed as 
follows: 
 
>?@HI = A + 	CDHI + 	EFHI +	JH +	KHI (4) 
 
Subscripts i and t are added to the OLS equation to denote observations for each individual 
(i.e., the SC) and time period, respectively. The composite error term in the OLS equation (v) 
is now split into two components, which can be differentiated in the panel data: (i) u, a child-
specific error term capturing individual-specific unobserved heterogeneity, and ε, a random 
error term which varies across children and time periods (i.e., the usual random error term). By 
virtue of this separation of error terms, random-effect models are better suited to account for 
hierarchical nesting in the panel data (child-wave observations at Level 1 nested within chil-
dren at Level 2) and yield more precise and efficient estimates than OLS regression models 
(Wooldridge, 2010).24 
 
 
                                               
24 Random-effect models assume that the individual-specific effects (u) come from a normal distribution, and are 
not correlated with the explanatory variables (Wooldridge, 2010, p. 291). 
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Analytic Approach 
As mentioned earlier, LSAC is a longitudinal panel study. This means that the data has a multi-
level structure, whereby observations from children (Level 1) are nested within the same chil-
dren (Level 1). However, LSAC is delivered to users as a series of cross-sectional datasets. To 
prepare these data for multi-level analyses, the separate data files for each of the cohorts (B 
and K) for each survey year were first combined together. I then combined the resulting da-
tasets for each of the survey waves used. This resulted in a long-format longitudinal dataset, 
ready for analysis. In practice, this process was facilitatewd by use of the Stata user-written 
command lsacsetup (Perales, 2016).  
The first set of empirical analyses pertain to the SDQ total score. Within these, I begin by 
examining how maternal employment status affects the SDQ total score via bivariate tech-
niques (t tests) and multivariate techniques (random-effect panel regression). This analysis is 
undertaken on Sample 1, comprising children in families with both biological parents. I then 
examine how maternal job characteristics (i.e., maternal work hours, maternal job security and 
maternal job flexibility) influence the SDQ total score using bivariate techniques (ANOVA) 
and multivariate techniques (random-effect panel regression). This analysis is undertaken on 
Sample 2, comprising children in dual-earner families. The second and third sets of empirical 
analyses repeat these steps using the internalising problems scale and the externalising prob-
lems scale as the outcome variables.25 
For the three outcome variables under consideration, the multivariate component of the analy-
sis features a set of 5 random-effect regression models. The first model, is a base model includ-
ing only the key independent variable(s) (i.e., maternal employment, or maternal job charac-
teristics) and the control variables. These models are used to evaluate the total effects of the 
key independent variables on the outcome variable, net of confounders. Statistically significant 
coefficients on the key explanatory variables would provide evidence that these factors affect 
                                               
25 Strictly speaking, both t tests and ANOVA assume that observations are independent from each other, which is 
not the case in panel data. Since multivariate models that account for this follow, this is however not an issue. In 
any case, in Appendix 6, I present bivariate analyses for children in each age range separately – so that children 
only contribute to each analysis once. The results of the age-specific t tests are fairly consistent with those for the 
pooled sample presented in the main text. The results of age-specific ANOVA tests are less consistent for maternal 
work hours and job flexibility.  
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children’s socio-emotional functioning. Models 2 to 4 add to Model 1 variables, or sets of 
variables, capturing the mediating factors suspected to channel the effects of maternal employ-
ment and job characteristics on children’s socio-emotional functioning (i.e., parental mental 
health, parenting practices and household income), one at a time. If the model coefficients on 
the key explanatory variables move towards zero, this would constitute evidence that the newly 
introduced variable(s) mediate the associations between maternal employment (or maternal job 
characteristics) and children’s socio-emotional functioning. 
A final (full) model, Model 5, includes all mediating factors at the same time. This model is 
used to assess whether, taken together, parental resources (parental mental health, parenting 
practices, and household income) explain the associations between maternal employment (or 
maternal job characteristics) and children’s socio-emotional functioning. At this point, statisti-
cal mediation is tested formally via Wald tests comparing the coefficients on the key explana-
tory variables in the null and full models (Baron & Kenny, 1986).26 If the test statistic in these 
Wald tests is statistically significant, this would indicate that the aforementioned coefficients 
are significantly different from each other, suggesting evidence of mediation. 
Stata/MP software (Version 14) was used to undertake all of the analyses in this thesis. 
 
 
                                               
26 The test statistic for the Wald tests follows a chi-square distribution and, since I compare two coefficients, has 
one degree of freedom (Ramachandran & Tsokos, 2014, p. 517; Shao, 2003, p. 386). 
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Chapter Four: Results 
This chapter introduces the results of my empirical analyses. The chapter is divided into three 
sections, one for each of the three outcome variables: the SDQ total score, the internalising 
problems scale, and the externalising problem scale. A note of caution in the interpretation of 
the regression coefficients reported in this section is due here: negative coefficients denote 
better socio-emotional functioning (i.e. fewer problem behaviors), whereas positive coeffi-
cients denote poorer socio-emotional functioning (i.e. more problem behaviors). 
SDQ Total Score 
SDQ Total Score and Maternal Employment Status  
I begin by comparing the sample means on the SDQ total score for employed mothers 
(n=21,767 observations) and non-employed mothers (n=7,910 observations) in Sample 1. As 
shown in Figure 9, the mean SDQ is 8.9 units amongst employed mothers, and 10.5 units 
amongst non-employed mothers. Results from a t test confirm that this difference in means (1.6 
units) is statistically significant (p<0.001). Therefore, these bivariate results suggest that chil-
dren experience fewer socioemotional problems when their mothers are employed. 
It is possible that the mean differences observed in the raw data are due to compositional dif-
ferences in other variables between employed and non-employed mothers (e.g., age or educa-
tion), and not a direct product of their employment status. To address this and draw more reli-
able comparisons, I next estimate random-effect panel regression models which account for 
both observable and unobservable factors that may confound the associations between maternal 
employment status and children’s socio-emotional functioning. These results are presented in 
Table 7. 
In these models, the estimated coefficients give the expected change in the outcome variable 
associated with a one-unit increase in the explanatory variables, all else being equal. Positive 
coefficients indicate that the variable is associated with poorer socio-emotional functioning 
amongst children (i.e., more socio-emotional problems), while negative coefficients indicate 
that the variable is associated with better socio-emotional functioning amongst children (i.e., 
fewer socio-emotional problems). All control variables are incorporated in all of the models, 
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and their estimated coefficients are reported in Appendix 7, Tables 18 and 19. Although pater-
nal employment status and paternal job characteristics variables are treated as control variables, 
I report their associated coefficients in the tables to be able to make comparisons by gender.
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Figure 9. Mean SDQ total score by maternal employment status 
 
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. Sample: All mothers with partners. 
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Results from the base model, Model 1, are similar to those from the t test. They indicate that, 
holding all other variables constant, children whose mothers are employed have better socio-
emotional functioning than children whose mothers are non-employed, by —0.4 units         
(β=—0.44, p<0.001). As a point of comparison, in this model there is not a statistically signif-
icant association between father’s employment status and children’s socio-emotional function-
ing (β=0.25, p>0.1). 
Model 2 adds to Model 1 a first set of mediating variables capturing mothers’ and fathers’ 
mental health. The estimated effects on these variables indicate that both maternal (β=—1.77, 
p<0.001) and paternal (β=—0.54, p<0.001) mental health are associated with better socio-emo-
tional functioning amongst children, as measured by the SDQ total score. The magnitude of 
this relationship is larger for maternal than paternal mental health, which suggests that mothers’ 
mental health more strongly influences children’s outcomes. Importantly, the addition of the 
parental mental health variables to the model changes the estimated effects of parental employ-
ment only little. The estimate for mothers moves from —0.44 (p<0.001) in Model 1 to —0.36 
(p<0.001), while the estimate for fathers moves from 0.25 (p>0.1) in Model 1 to 0.19 (p>0.1). 
This pattern of results suggests that parental mental health mediate27 the association between 
maternal employment status and children’s socio-emotional functioning – although this will be 
more formally tested using Model 5 later on. 
Model 3 adds to Model 1 mediating variables capturing parenting practices (maternal and pa-
ternal angry parenting and parenting warm parenting scales). Maternal (β=2.90, p<0.001) and 
paternal (β=1.10, p<0.001) angry parenting is associated with poorer children’s socio-emo-
tional functioning, while maternal (β=—0.82, p<0.001) and paternal (β=—0.31, p<0.001) 
warm parenting is associated with better outcomes. For both scales, the effect sizes are sub-
stantially larger for mothers than fathers, suggesting that maternal parenting practices are more 
influential on children’s socio-emotional functioning than paternal parenting practices. How-
ever, the addition of these measures bore little change for the estimated effects of parental 
                                               
27 Throughout the thesis, I consider that a variable(s) added to the model behaves as a mediator if the effect size 
for the maternal employment and work characteristic variables reduces by 10% when adding this. Details on the 
magnitude of these reductions are available in Appendix 11 (Tables 24 and 25). 
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employment status: the estimate for mothers moved from —0.44 (p<0.001) in Model 1 to —
0.45 (p<0.001), while the estimate for fathers moved from —0.25 (p>0.1) in Model 1 to —
0.36 (p<0.05). Because these changes did not involve the coefficients on employment status 
approaching zero or losing statistical significance (in fact, the opposite occurs for fathers) I 
conclude that there is little to no evidence that parenting practices mediate the association be-
tween maternal employment status and children’s socio-emotional functioning. 
Model 4 adds to Model 1 the last mediating variable, household income. As expected, com-
pared to children in income-poor families, children’s socio-emotional functioning is better in 
high-income (β=—0.41, p<0.001), moderate-income (β=—0.53, p<0.001), and low-income 
(β=—0.62, p<0.001) families. There are slight changes in the estimated effects of parental em-
ployment with the inclusion of household income into the model: the estimate for mothers 
moves from —0.44 (p<0.001) in Model 1 to —0.36 (p<0.001), while the estimate for fathers 
moves from —0.25 (p>0.1) in Model 1 to —0.18 (p>0.1). Hence, there is evidence that house-
hold income mediates the effect of maternal employment on children’s socio-emotional func-
tioning.  
Model 5 is a full model that includes all of the mediating variables simultaneously. Again, the 
estimated effects of maternal (β=— 0.32, p<0.001) and paternal (β=— 0.18, p>0.1) employ-
ment status are only slightly different from those in the base model. For fathers, this means that 
there are no statistically significant associations between employment status and children’s so-
cio-emotional functioning. For mothers, the results still indicate that there is a positive effect 
on children associated with maternal employment. Because mental health, parenting practices 
and income are controlled for in the model, my results suggest that the pathway linking mater-
nal employment to children’s socio-emotional functioning run through factors other than these. 
The results of Wald tests for both maternal and paternal employment suggest that the coeffi-
cients on the employment variables in the null and full models are not statistically different. 
Hence, this suggests that the associations between parental employment and children socio-
emotional outcomes are mediated by the parental resources considered here.28
                                               
28 Fully specified models of the SDQ, internalising problems and externalising problems including the estimated 
coefficients on all of the control variables are reported in Appendix 7.  
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Table 7. Multivariate associations between maternal employment status and children’s SDQ total score 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Wald test 
Maternal employment status (ref: Non-employed)       
Employed 
 
-0.44*** -0.36*** -0.45*** -0.36*** -0.32*** ns 
Paternal employment status (ref: Non-employed)       
Employed 
 
-0.25 -0.19 -0.36* -0.07 -0.18 ns 
Maternal mental health scale  -1.77***   -1.25***  
Paternal mental health scale 
 
 -0.54***   -0.26***  
Maternal angry parenting scale   2.90***  2.77***  
Paternal angry parenting scale   1.10***  1.04***  
Maternal warm parenting scale   -0.82***  -0.76***  
Paternal warm parenting scale 
 
  -0.31***  -0.28***  
Household income (ref: Poor-income families)       
Low-income families    -0.41*** -0.31***  
Moderate-income families    -0.53*** -0.44***  
High-income families    -0.62*** -0.50***  
N (observations) 20,215 20,215 20,215 20,215 20,215  
N (individuals) 6,402 6,402 6,402 6,402 6,402  
R2 (overall) 0.090 0.157 0.330 0.092 0.353  
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. Random-effect panel regression models. All models control for control variables presented in Table 6. 
Significance levels: ns p>0.1, † p<0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
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SDQ Total Score and Maternal Job Characteristics 
Having established the associations between maternal employment status and children’s socio-
emotional functioning, I now turn my attention to the estimated effects of maternal job charac-
teristics (i.e., work hours, job flexibility, and job security). For this, I use children in Sample 2, 
i.e., children who live in dual-earner households. 
As shown in Figure 10, the mean of the SDQ total score is 8.9 units amongst children whose 
mothers work fewer than 20 hours per week (n=8,697 observations), 8.6 units amongst children 
whose mothers work 20-35 hours (n=7,221), and 9 units for children whose mothers work more 
than 35 hours (n=5,729). The results from the one-way ANOVA (F=6.0, p<0.01) indicate that, 
collectively, these differences are statistically significant. These patterns suggest that maternal 
short part-time work and full-time work are associated with more socio-emotional problems 
amongst children than maternal part-time work of 20-35 hours per week. 
The mean SDQ total scores for the different categories of maternal job security are presented 
in Figure 10. This reveals a linear increase in children’s socio-emotional problems with mater-
nal job security, from 8.1 units for children with mothers in ‘very secure’ jobs (n=8,753) to 
10.5 units for children with mothers in ‘very insecure’ jobs (n=514). The results from the one-
way ANOVA test (F=93.1, p<0.001) indicate that the differences are indeed statistically sig-
nificant. Hence, there is descriptive evidence in the LSAC data of an association between ma-
ternal job security and children’s socio-emotional functioning: children of mothers with more 
secure jobs usually do better than children of mother with less secure jobs.  
As depicted in Figure 10, the mean SDQ total score decreases with maternal job flexibility, 
from 9.2 for ‘strongly disagree’ category (n=820) to 8.2 units for the category of ‘strongly 
agree’ (n=4,956). However, there are few differences between the categories ‘strongly disa-
gree’ (9.22 units), ‘disagree’ (9.11 units), and ‘neither agree nor disagree’ (9.12 units). The 
results from a one-way ANOVA test (F=17.9, p<0.001) indicate that these group differences 
are collectively statistically significant. This suggests that there is a bivariate association be-
tween maternal job flexibility and children’s socio-emotional functioning in the LSAC data, 
whereby children of mothers with more flexible jobs tend to do better than children of mother 
with less flexible jobs. 
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Figure 10. Mean SDQ total score across categories of maternal job characteristics 
 
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. Sample: Dual-earner families.
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I will now discuss the results of multivariate random-effect panel regression models that ex-
amine the associations between maternal job characteristics and the SDQ total score (Table 8). 
These are estimated on the sample of children who live in dual-earner families (Sample 2).  
Results from Model 1 indicate that children whose mothers work more than 35 hours per week, 
have a poorer SDQ total score than children whose mothers work fewer than 20 hours (β=—
0.26, p<0.05), ceteris paribus. Differences in the SDQ total score between children whose 
mothers work between 20 and 35 hours per week and those whose mothers work fewer than 
20 hours per week are not statistically significant (β=—0.09, p>0.1). There are no statistically 
significant effects on the variables capturing paternal work hours. Maternal job security is as-
sociated with improved children’s socio-emotional functioning (β=—0.44, p<0.001); whereas 
the effect of paternal job security is not statistically significant (β=—0.09, p>0.1). Both mater-
nal (β=—0.08, p<0.05) and paternal (β=—0.13, p<0.01) job flexibility are beneficial to their 
children’s socio-emotional functioning.  
Model 2 adds to Model 1 variables capturing parental mental health. Their coefficients indicate 
that both maternal (β=—1.72, p<0.001) and paternal (β=—0.55, p<0.001) mental health are 
associated with better socio-emotional outcomes amongst children. The magnitude of this re-
lationship is again substantially larger for maternal than paternal mental health. The addition 
of the parental mental health variables to the model changes the estimated effects of parental 
work hours, parental job security and paternal job flexibility only slightly. However, the coef-
ficient maternal job flexibility moves from —0.08 (p<0.05) in Model 1 to —0.04 (p>0.1). The 
latter suggests that the effect of maternal job flexibility on children’s socio-motional function-
ing is partly mediated by parental mental health, which will be tested more formally in the full 
model. 
Model 3 adds to Model 1 the block of variables capturing parenting practices. Maternal 
(β=2.94, p<0.001) and paternal (β=1.03, p<0.01) angry parenting are associated with poorer 
children’s socio-emotional functioning, while maternal (β=—0.70, p<0.001) and paternal 
(β=—0.25, p<0.001) warm parenting are associated with better functioning. For both scales, 
the effect sizes are substantially larger for mothers than fathers, which is consistent with pre-
vious findings. The addition of these measures bore little change for the estimated effects of 
paternal work hours, parental job security, and paternal job flexibility. However, their inclusion 
in the model led to substantial changes on the coefficients on maternal work hours and maternal 
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job flexibility. In Model 3, children whose mothers work between 20 and 35 hours per week 
have poorer SDQ total scores than children whose mothers work fewer than 20 hours (β=0.17, 
p<0.1). As for Model 2, the coefficient on maternal job flexibility is no longer statistically 
significant (β=—0.03, p>0.1). These findings suggest that parenting practices may mediate the 
effect of maternal job flexibility on children’s socio-emotional functioning. 
Model 4 adds to Model 1 the variable measuring household income. The results reveal that 
household income is statistically significantly related to children’s socio-emotional function-
ing. Yet, its inclusion does not alter the estimated effects on the explanatory variables capturing 
maternal job characteristics. 
The full model, Model 5, includes all of the mediating variables simultaneously. The estimated 
effects of paternal work hours, parental job security, and paternal job flexibility remain similar 
to those presented in the previous models. Results of Wald tests suggest that parental resources 
partly mediate the associations between maternal job security (p<0.05) and maternal job flexi-
bility (p<0.1) and the SDQ total score. 
Overall, the results reveal significant associations between maternal work hours, maternal job 
security, parental job flexibility and children’s socio-emotional functioning.29  
                                               
29 Some authors use a measure of the SDQ which excludes the prosocial behaviour subscale, and which ranges 
from 0-40 (see e.g. (Pastor et al., 2012)). In sensitivity analyses I used this restricted measure. The resulting 
estimates, presented in Appendix 8, reveal no differences in the pattern of results for the key variables of interest. 
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Table 8. Multivariate associations between maternal job characteristics and children’s SDQ total score. 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Wald test 
Maternal work hours (ref: Fewer than 20)       
20 to 35 0.09 0.11 0.17† 0.11 0.20* ns 
More than 35 0.26* 0.25* 0.32** 0.29* 0.35** ns 
Paternal work hours (ref: Fewer than 20)       
20 to 35 0.08 0.06 0.11 0.09 0.11 ns 
35 to 50 0.24 0.27 0.28 0.26 0.32 ns 
More than 50 0.33 0.32 0.32 0.36 0.35 ns 
Maternal job security -0.44*** -0.34*** -0.36*** -0.44*** -0.29*** * 
Paternal job security -0.09 -0.02 -0.06 -0.08 -0.02 ns 
Maternal job flexibility -0.08* -0.04 -0.03 -0.08* 0.00 † 
Paternal job flexibility -0.13** -0.11** -0.13*** -0.13** -0.12** ns 
Maternal mental health  -1.72***   -1.19***  
Paternal mental health  -0.55***   -0.29**  
Maternal angry parenting scale   2.94***  2.82***  
Paternal angry parenting scale   1.03**  0.99***  
Maternal warm parenting scale   -0.70***  -0.65***  
Paternal warm parenting scale   -0.25***  -0.24**  
Household income (ref: Poor-income families)       
Low-income families    -0.16 -0.14  
Moderate-income families    -0.28† -0.30†  
High-income families    -0.41* -0.39*  
N (observations) 13,472 13,472 13,472 13,472 13,472  
N (individuals) 5,018 5,018 5,018 5,018 5,018  
R2 (overall) 0.086 0.140 0.323 0.086 0.341  
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. Random-effect panel regression models. All the models adjust for the control variables presented in 
Table 6. Significance levels: ns p>0.1, † p<0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
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Internalising Problems 
In the first part of the results chapter I examined the relationships between maternal employ-
ment and job characteristics and an overall measure of children’s socio-emotional functioning. 
In the following sections, I will empirically consider the possibility that maternal employment 
and job characteristics have differential impacts on internalising problems and externalising 
problems. The logic and structure of these analyses are analogous to those undertaken for the 
SDQ total score in the previous section. 
Internalising Problems and Maternal Employment Status 
I begin by comparing the sample means on the internalising problems scale for employed 
(n=21,676 observations) and non-employed (n=7,912) mothers in Sample 1. As is depicted in 
Figure 11, the mean internalising problems for children of employed mothers is 2.9 units, com-
pared to 3.4 units for children of non-employed mothers. Results of a t test confirm that this 
difference in means is statistically significant (p<0.01). These results suggest that, on average, 
children experience lower internalising problems when their mothers are employed. 
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Figure 11. Mean internalising problems by maternal employment status 
  
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. Sample: All mothers with partners. 
 
Next, I fit a set of random-effect panel regression models estimating the multivariate associa-
tions between maternal employment status and children’s internalising problems (Table 9). 
Results in the base model, Model 1, indicate that children whose mothers are employed have 
lower internalising problems than children whose mothers are non-employed (β=—0.24, 
p<0.001). The same holds true for paternal employment status (β=—0.18, p<0.1). Models 2 to 
4 add sets of potential mediators to Model 1. The model coefficients on the added variables 
indicate that maternal (β=—0.83, p<0.001) and paternal (β=—0.25, p<0.001) mental health is 
associated with lower rates of internalising problems (Model 2); maternal (β=0.75, p<0.001) 
and paternal (β=0.22, p<0.001) angry parenting is associated with lower rates of internalising 
problems (Model 3); maternal (β=—0.12, p<0.01) and paternal (β=—0.15, p<0.001) warm 
parenting is associated with lower rates of internalising problems (Model 3), and living in a 
poor household is associated with rates of internalising problems (Model 4). The estimated 
coefficient on maternal employment status in the full model, Model 5, is similar to that in the 
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base model and statistically significant (β=—0.19, p<0.001); whereas the coefficient on pater-
nal employment status (β=—0.13, p>0.1) is no longer statistically significant. While changes 
in the employment status variables with the addition of the mediating variables suggest week 
mediation for some of these variables, the results of Wald tests do not provide formal evidence 
of mediation.  
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Table 9. Multivariate associations between maternal employment status and children's internalising problems 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Wald test 
Maternal employment status (ref: Non-employed)       
Employed 
 
-0.24*** -0.20*** -0.24*** -0.22*** -0.19*** ns 
Paternal employment status (ref: Non-employed)       
Employed 
 
-0.18† -0.14 -0.20* -0.12 -0.13 ns 
Maternal mental health  -0.83***   -0.69***  
Paternal mental health 
 
 -0.25***   -0.18***  
Maternal angry parenting scale   0.75***  0.67***  
Paternal angry parenting scale   0.22***  0.19***  
Maternal warm parenting scale   -0.12**  -0.09*  
Paternal warm parenting scale 
 
  -0.15***  -0.14***  
Household income (ref: Poor-income families)       
Low-income families    -0.15* -0.11†  
Moderate-income families    -0.19** -0.14*  
High-income families    -0.20** -0.14**  
N (observations) 20,216 20,216 20,216 20,216 20,216  
N (individuals) 6,402 6,402 6,402 6,402 6,402  
R2 (overall) 0.047 0.107 0.110 0.048 0.145  
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. Random-effect panel regression models. All the models adjust for the control variables presented 
in Table 6. Significance levels: ns p>0.1, † p<0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
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Internalising Problems and Maternal Job Characteristics 
I now turn my attention to examining the relationships between maternal job characteristics 
and children’s internalising problems, using the sample of children in dual-earner household 
(Sample 2). Results in Figure 12 show that the raw mean in the internalising problemsscale 
amongst children whose mothers work fewer than 20 hours (n=8,416 observations) or 20-30 
hours (n=7,019) is 2.8 units; and a slightly higher 2.9 units amongst children whose mothers 
work more than 35 hours (n=5,532). Mean internalising problems decreases linearly with ma-
ternal job security, from 3.5 units for children whose mothers work in ‘very insecure’ jobs 
(n=514) to 2.5 units for children whose mothers work in ‘very secure’ jobs. Mean internalising 
problems also decreases with maternal job flexibility, from 3 units for the ‘strongly disagree’ 
category (n=820) to 2.7 units for the ‘strongly agree’ category (n=4,956). The results from one-
way ANOVA tests for maternal work hours (F=7.0, p<0.001), job security (F=81.9, p<0.001), 
and job flexibility (F=8.9, p<0.001) indicate that group differences in internalising problems 
across all of these variables are statistically significant. Thus, these bivariate results suggest 
that children whose mothers work shorter hours, have more secure jobs, and have more flexible 
jobs are less likely to exhibit internalising problems. 
Adjusted associations between maternal job characteristics and children’s internalising prob-
lems from random-effect panel regression models using Sample 2 are presented in Table 10. 
Results in Model 1 indicate that neither maternal nor paternal work hours are statistically sig-
nificantly associated with children’s internalising problems. However, maternal (β=—0.22, 
p<0.001) and paternal (β=—0.05, p<0.1) job security, particularly the former, lead to signifi-
cantly better child outcomes concerning internalising problems. While paternal job flexibility 
(β=—0.07, p<0.01) also leads to better scores in the internalising problems scale, maternal job 
flexibility (β=—0.01, p>0.1) is not significantly related to it. 
Models 2 to 4 add sets of potential mediators to Model 1. The coefficients on the mediating 
variables in Models 2 to 4 are very similar to those discussed for the employment status models 
in Table 10. As an exception, maternal warm parenting (Model 3: β=—0.70, p>0.1) is unrelated 
to internalising problems. 
 97 
 
The full model, Model 5, includes all of the mediating variables simultaneously. The estimated 
effects of paternal work hours remain similar to those presented in the previous models, with 
the Wald tests not providing any evidence of mediation.
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Figure 12. Mean internalising problems across categories of maternal job characteristics 
  
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. Sample: Dual-earner families.
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Table 10. Multivariate associations between maternal job characteristics & children’s internalising problems 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Wald test 
Maternal work hours (ref: Fewer than 20)       
20 to 35 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 -0.00 ns 
More than 35 0.09 0.08 0.10 0.10 0.10 ns 
Paternal work hours (ref: Fewer than 20)       
20 to 35 -0.06 -0.07 -0.06 -0.06 -0.07 ns 
35 to 50 0.12 0.14 0.12 0.12 0.14 ns 
More than 50 0.19 0.18 0.18 0.19 0.18 ns 
Maternal job security -0.22*** -0.17*** -0.19*** -0.22*** -0.15*** ns 
Paternal job security -0.05† -0.02 -0.04 -0.05* -0.02 ns 
Maternal job flexibility -0.01 0.02 0.01 -0.01 0.03 ns 
Paternal job flexibility -0.07** -0.06* -0.06** -0.07** -0.05* ns 
Maternal mental health  -0.82***   -0.68***  
Paternal mental health  -0.23***   -0.16**  
Maternal angry parenting scale   0.75***  0.67***  
Paternal angry parenting scale   0.23***  0.20***  
Maternal warm parenting scale   -0.07  -0.04  
Paternal warm parenting scale   -0.13**  -0.13**  
Household income (ref: Poor-income families)       
Low-income families    0.02 0.04  
Moderate-income families    -0.05 -0.04  
High-income families    -0.05 -0.03  
N (observations) 13,472 13,472 13,472 13,472 13,472  
N (individuals) 5,018 5,018 5,018 5,018 5,018  
R2 (overall) 0.047 0.095 0.102 0.047 0.131  
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. Random-effect panel regression models. All models adjust for the control variables presented in 
Table 6. Significance levels: ns p>0.1, † p<0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Externalising Problems 
Externalising Problems and Maternal Employment Status 
Turning my attention now to children’s externalising problems, I begin by comparing the sam-
ple means on this scale between employed mothers (n=21,769) and non-employed mothers 
(n=7,913) in Sample 1. As shown in Figure 13, the mean externalising problemsis 4.3 units 
amongst employed mothers, and 5.1 units amongst non-employed mothers. t tests confirm that 
this difference (0.7 units) is statistically significant (p<0.001). Therefore, these bivariate results 
suggest that children experience fewer externalising problems when their mothers are em-
ployed. 
Results from random-effect panel regression models are shown in Table 11. Model 1 results 
indicate that children whose mothers are employed have fewer externalising problems than 
children whose mothers are not employed (β=—0.15, p<0.01). However, the coefficient on 
paternal employment status (β=—0.10, p>0.1) is not statistically significant. Models 2 to 4 
include sets of potential mediators to Model 1. In these, maternal (β=—0.78, p<0.001) and 
paternal (β=—0.21, p<0.001) mental health are associated with fewer externalising problems 
(Model 2); maternal (β=1.69, p<0.001) and paternal (β=0.69, p<0.001) angry parenting is as-
sociated with more externalising problems (Model 3); maternal warm parenting (β=—0.20, 
p<0.001) is associated with fewer externalising problems (Model 3); and living in poverty is 
associated with more externalising problems (Model 4). The estimated effect of paternal warm 
parenting in Model 3 is not statistically significant (β=—0.05, p>0.1). Altogether, the results 
of Wald tests are not statistically significant, which means that parental resources do not me-
diate the associations of interest. 
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Figure 13. Mean externalising problems by maternal employment status 
 
 
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. Sample: All mothers with partners. 
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Table 11. Multivariate associations between maternal employment status and children’s externalising problems 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Wald test 
Maternal employment status (ref: Non-employed)       
Employed -0.15** -0.11* -0.15** -0.11* -0.10* ns 
Paternal employment status (ref: Non-employed)       
Employed 
 
-0.10 -0.07 -0.17† -0.03 -0.09 ns 
Maternal mental health  -0.78***   -0.50***  
Paternal mental health 
 
 -0.21***   -0.06  
Maternal angry parenting scale   1.69***  1.63***  
Paternal angry parenting scale   0.69***  0.67***  
Maternal warm parenting scale   -0.20***  -0.18***  
Paternal warm parenting scale 
 
  -0.05  -0.04  
Household income (ref: Poor-income families)       
Low-income families    -0.16* -0.12*  
Moderate-income families    -0.22** -0.19**  
High-income families    -0.27*** -0.22**  
N (observations) 20,217 20,217 20,217 20,217 20,217  
N (individuals) 6,402 6,402 6,402 6,402 6,402  
R2 (overall) 0.115 0.155 0.352 0.116 0.362  
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. Random-effect panel regression models. All models control for control variables presented in Table 6. 
Significance levels: ns p>0.1, † p<0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
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Externalising Problems and Maternal Job Characteristics 
In a final set of empirical analyses I examine the relationships between maternal job character-
istics and children’s externalising problems using Sample 2. Results in Figure 14 show that the 
raw mean in the externalising problems scale amongst children whose mothers work fewer than 
20 hours (n=8,417) is 4.3 units, compared to 4.2 units amongst children whose mothers work 
20-30 hours (n=7,020), and 4.2 units amongst children whose mothers work more than 35 hours 
(n=5,532). Mean externalising problems decreases linearly with maternal job security, from 
5.1 units for children whose mothers work in ‘very insecure’ jobs (n=514) to 4 units for chil-
dren whose mothers work in ‘very secure’ jobs. Mean externalising problems also decreases 
with maternal job flexibility, from 4.5 units for the ‘strongly disagree’ category (n=820) to 4 
units for the ‘strongly agree’ category (n=4,956). The results from a one-way ANOVA test for 
maternal work hours (F=5.8, p<0.01), job security (F=38.7, p<0.001), and job flexibility 
(F=11.1, p<0.001) all confirm that all group differences in mean externalising problems are 
statistically significant. As such, these bivariate results suggest that children whose mothers 
work longer hours, in less secure jobs, and in less flexible jobs are more likely to exhibit ex-
ternalising problems. 
Results from the base random-effect model (Model 1) using Sample 2 and presented in Table 
12 indicate that children whose mothers work 20-35 hours (β=0.11, p<0.05), and more than 35 
hours (β=0.20, p<0.01) experience more externalising problems than children whose mothers 
work fewer than 20 (the reference group). There are no statistically significant differences in 
children’s externalising problems by paternal work hours. Maternal job security (β=—0.17, 
p<0.001) leads to significantly better child outcomes concerning externalising problems, while 
paternal job security (β=—0.02, p>0.1) does not seem to matter. Both maternal (β=—0.05, 
p<0.05) and paternal (β=—0.04, p<0.1) job flexibility are associated with better externalising 
problems for children in these data. The coefficients on the potentially mediating variables in 
Models 2 to 4 are very similar to those discussed for the employment status model in Table 12. 
As an exception, high income leads to better externalising problems in children (Model 4). In 
the full model (Model 5) the estimated effect of paternal work hours increases in magnitude 
(β=—0.18, p<0.001), that for maternal job security decreases (β=—0.09, p<0.01), and that for 
maternal job flexibility is no longer statistically significant (β=—0.01, p>0.1). Results of Wald 
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tests indicate that parental resources partly mediate the associations between maternal job se-
curity and children’s externalising problems. They provide no other evidence of mediation.
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Figure 14. Mean externalising problems across categories of maternal job characteristics 
  
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. Sample: Dual-earner families. 
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Table 12. Multivariate associations between maternal job characteristics and children’s externalising problems 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Wald-test 
Maternal work hours (ref: Fewer than 20)       
20 to 35 0.11* 0.12* 0.16** 0.13* 0.18*** ns 
More than 35 0.20** 0.20** 0.26*** 0.22** 0.27*** ns 
Paternal work hours (ref: Fewer than 20)       
20 to 35 -0.00 -0.01 0.03 0.00 0.04 ns 
35 to 50 -0.03 -0.02 0.01 -0.02 0.03 ns 
More than 50 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.06 ns 
Maternal job security -0.17*** -0.12*** -0.12*** -0.16*** -0.09** † 
Paternal job security -0.02 0.01 -0.01 -0.02 0.00 ns 
Maternal job flexibility -0.05* -0.03 -0.02 -0.05* -0.01 ns 
Paternal job flexibility -0.04† -0.04 -0.04* -0.05† -0.04† ns 
Maternal mental health  -0.79***   -0.49***  
Paternal mental health  -0.21***   -0.06  
Maternal angry parenting scale   1.72***  1.67***  
Paternal angry parenting scale   0.66***  0.65***  
Maternal warm parenting scale   -0.12*  -0.10*  
Paternal warm parenting scale   -0.03  -0.03  
Household income (ref: Poor-income families)       
Low-income families    -0.12 -0.11  
Moderate-income families    -0.14 -0.17*  
High-income families    -0.22** -0.22**  
N (observations) 13,473 13,473 13,473 13,473 13,473  
N (individuals) 5,018 5,018 5,018 5,018 5,018  
R2 (overall) 0.112 0.146 0.350 0.113 0.357  
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. Random-effect panel regression models. All the models adjust for the control variables presented in 
Table 6. Significance levels: ns p>0.1, † p<0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.  
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Chapter Five: Discussion and Conclusion 
Study Aims and Contributions 
The Australian labour market has transformed in important ways over the last five decades. 
Changes include the emergence of new employment forms characterised by non-standard 
schedules, job insecurity, and either long work hours or underemployment, as well as substan-
tial increases in women’s involvement in paid work – particularly amongst mothers. Taken 
together, these changes have had implications for the organisation of unpaid household work 
and childcare, which raises questions about their potential flow-on impacts on child wellbeing. 
For example, the increasing prevalence of low-paid, precarious or inflexible work amongst 
mothers could lead to increases in family economic hardship, poor parental mental health, or 
family conflict. And these processes may in turn lead to deficits in the resources on which 
parents can draw to promote child development and ensure child wellbeing, such as disposable 
income and material goods, appropriate parenting practices and time investments in children. 
As a result, new forms of employment amongst mothers may have had flow-on consequences 
on child development, including children’s emotional and behavioural outcomes. That is, chil-
dren with mothers in low quality employment may fare poorer than children with mothers in 
high quality employment, which suggests that parental employment partly facilitates the emer-
gence and perpetuation of intergenerational socio-economic inequalities. 
Within this context, in this thesis I set out to examine the associations between employment 
status and job characteristics (i.e., work hours, job flexibility and job security) of mothers in 
contemporary Australia and the socio-emotional outcomes of their children, focusing on those 
aged 4-15. The research made three main contributions to current knowledge. First, it provided 
a unique analysis of the Australian context, drawing on recent and high-quality longitudinal 
data from the Longitudinal Study of Australian Children. Use of this resource enabled me to 
analyse a large sample of 5,018 Australian children in dual earner households from two distinct 
cohorts, with data spanning from 2004 to 2016. Information on maternal employment status, 
maternal job characteristics, family demographics, parental mental health, parenting practices 
and child outcomes was collected every two years for up to 6 occasions, which allowed for 
rigorous and sophisticated longitudinal analyses. These included advanced techniques such as 
random-effect panel regression models. Second, unlike previous studies, I considered not only 
whether and how maternal employment and job characteristics affect children’s overall socio-
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emotional outcomes, but also its separate components. This involved considering rates of both 
internalising and externalising child problem behaviours. Third, using the family resources 
framework (Brooks-Gunn, 1995), I examined whether the associations between maternal em-
ployment and job characteristics and children’s socio-emotional outcomes were mediated by 
parental resources (i.e., household income, parental mental health, and parenting style). This 
framework has been applied in previous studies on parental employment status and children’s 
socio-emotional outcomes. Nevertheless, to my knowledge, this is the first time that it has been 
explicitly used to theorise and test the mechanisms linking maternal job characteristics and 
children’s socio-emotional outcomes, and to consider distinctions between internalising and 
externalising problems.  
  
Key Findings: Employment Status 
My first research hypothesis, which was developed from the family resources framework and 
underpinned by previous empirical evidence, stated that maternal employment should be pos-
itively associated with children’s socio-emotional functioning. My results yielded strong sup-
port in favour of this hypothesis in the Australian context, indicating that the children of moth-
ers who are in paid employment have better socio-emotional outcomes than the children of 
mothers who are not in paid employment. This pattern of results was clearly statistically sig-
nificant and consistent across all of the estimated regression models, irrespective of whether or 
not they included variables capturing suspected mediators (i.e., parental mental health, parent-
ing practices and household income). The latter suggests that these factors are unable to explain 
why the offspring of mothers who are employed fare better than those of mothers who are not. 
This surprising finding will be discussed in more detail in a dedicated section below. 
The finding that maternal employment was associated with better children’s overall socio-emo-
tional functioning is consistent with previous studies that found maternal employment to be 
beneficial for children, including Coley and Lombardi (2013) for the United States, Hope and 
colleagues (2014); and McMunn and colleagues (2011) for the United Kingdom and Lombardi 
and Coley (2017) for Australia (also using LSAC). This finding, however, is at odds with re-
sults reported in a comparative study by Huerta and colleagues (2011), which also used the 
LSAC data for the Australian analyses. In this study, the authors found no association between 
 109 
 
maternal employment and children’s socio-emotional wellbeing in their Australian sample. 
The divergence between this and my results may be due to the fact that Huerta and colleagues 
(2011) used simple, cross-sectional, logistic regression models, and thus failed to exploit the 
longitudinal properties of the LSAC data for better estimation – as I did with my panel regres-
sion models. This illustrates the importance of leveraging the panel data to improve our under-
standing of the relationships of interest. 
My results showed a statistically significant association between maternal employment and 
children’s socio-emotional wellbeing. This poses the question of whether this association is 
also of substantial (i.e., practical, economic) significance. The findings suggest that, control-
ling for confounding variables, children whose mothers were not employed had SDQs which 
were on average 0.44 units higher than those of children of employed mothers. This indicates 
that maternal employment explains about 7.4% of the standard deviation (SD) in the SDQ, 
which is a non-trivial fraction and has important public health implications when accumulation 
over the child population is considered. Using this approach, as a point of comparison, maternal 
employment in this model is more important than a one-year increase in the study child’s age 
and almost as important as breastfeeding duration. 
A contribution of my thesis was to compare the estimated effects of maternal employment on 
children’s (i) internalising problems and (ii) externalising problems. When socio-emotional 
outcomes were split in this way, the results for my Australian sample showed that children 
whose mothers were in paid employment displayed fewer internalising as well as externalising 
problems, compared to their counterparts whose mothers were non-employed. Indeed, all else 
being equal, children whose mothers were not employed had higher internalising problems 
(0.24 units) and externalising problems (0.15 units). This is roughly equivalent to 8.7% and 
4.5% of the SDs in internalising problems and externalising problems, respectively. This sug-
gests that maternal employment has more substantial impacts on internalising problems than 
on externalising problems. Most of the few studies which have considered these associations 
have used US data. For example, Lucas-Thompson and colleagues (2010) found that in the US 
maternal employment was not associated with children’s internalising problems. However, in 
this thesis I found a strong association for Australian children. These differences in the results 
perhaps reflect the significant structural and institutional differences that separate Australia and 
the US. For example, Australia has high rates of maternal part-time employment, and fathers 
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spend more time with their children (OECD, 2016). These factors affect household income and 
parent-child time in varied ways, and these are factors which are themselves associated with 
child wellbeing. In my research maternal employment was associated with fewer children’s 
externalising problems, which also contradicts previous empirical evidence from the US (e.g., 
Aughinbaugh & Gittleman, 2004). This divergence might derive from differences in study 
methods, or to the differences in institutional environments between Australia and the US al-
luded to before. Altogether, the fact that my results are not always consistent with those from 
US studies highlights the importance of evaluating the associations between maternal employ-
ment and children’s outcomes in the Australian context, rather than relying on the available 
international evidence. 
 
Key Findings: Job Characteristics 
Work Hours  
The second of my theoretically-driven research hypotheses proposed that maternal full-time 
employment would be associated with poorer children’s socio-emotional functioning than ma-
ternal part-time employment. My results supported this hypothesis: mothers who worked 
longer hours, either full time (35+ hours per week) or long part time (20-35 hours per week), 
had children with lower socio-emotional functioning than those who worked short part time 
(fewer than 20 hours per week). The difference in SDQ total scores between children whose 
mothers worked more than 35 hours per week and those whose mothers worked fewer than 20 
hours per week was 0.26 units, or about 4.4% of the SD in the SDQ. This pattern of results is 
consistent with the majority of the international evidence (e.g., Heiland et al., 2014; Milkie et 
al., 2015; Roxburgh, 2012). When considered in the context of previous Australian studies, this 
pattern of results is consistent with the findings of some of the existing research (e.g., Hadzic 
et al., 2013; Lam et al., 2016), but contrary to the findings of other research (e.g., Johnson et 
al., 2013).  
Splitting the overall measure of children’s socio-emotional functioning into its different com-
ponents yielded interesting and important nuances in its association with maternal work hours 
that would have gone unnoticed otherwise. Concerning externalising problems, children whose 
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mothers worked full-time displayed the most problematic behaviours, followed by those whose 
mothers worked long part-time hours, and finally mothers who worked short part time hours. 
The average externalising problems difference between children whose mothers worked more 
than 35 hours per week and those whose mothers worked fewer than 20 hours per week was 
0.2 units, or 6% of the SD in externalising problems. There were however no statistically sig-
nificant associations between maternal work hours and children’s internalising problems. 
These findings are generally consistent with those of the reviewed studies separating the effects 
of work hours on internalising problems and externalising problems, which are few and far 
apart. For instance, Johnson and colleagues (2013) also found no statistically significant asso-
ciations between maternal work hours and children’s internalising problems in Australia, 
whereas Cabrera and colleagues (2014) found that long maternal work hours were associated 
with higher externalising problems in the US. 
The reported associations between maternal work hours and children’s socio-emotional func-
tioning and externalising problems may have several explanations. One explanation might be 
related to mothers’ time availability. Short part-time employment allows mothers to have more 
leisure time for themselves, and we know that the transmission of anxiety from mothers to their 
offspring decreases when mothers spend more time alone, since it gives mothers a chance to 
manage their emotions (Larson & Gillman, 1999). Thus, adequate leisure time helps employed 
mothers to maintain a functional work-family balance. Another explanation could be mothers’ 
allocated time to their children, and maternal sensitivity (Buehler et al., 2014). Short part-time 
employment allows mothers to (i) spend more time with their children to listen, talk, read and 
play, (ii) facilitate higher learning opportunities, and (iii) be aware of their location and activ-
ities. All of these factors are known to be associated with fewer externalising problems (Ga-
lambos et al., 2003). 
One explanation for the lack of association between work hours and internalising problems 
may be measurement error. If mothers spend more time at work they are also more likely to 
spend less time at home, and therefore they are potentially less likely to notice and report in-
ternalising problems in their children. This pattern should be more pronounced for internalising 
problems than externalising problems. This is because externalising problems encompass child 
behaviours (e.g., shouting or crying) that are arguably easier to detect and recall than those 
associated with internalising problems (e.g., feelings of fear or sadness). The lack of impact of 
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work hours on internalising problems may also be the product of offsetting effects within the 
sample, given its substantial heterogeneity. For example, previous empirical studies have doc-
umented that girls and older children (those undergoing puberty) are relatively more prone to 
experience internalising problems (e.g., Leve et al., 2005; Negriff & Susman, 2011). However, 
estimation of gender-specific or age-specific effects was out of the scope of this thesis. It is 
also possible that the lack of effect of maternal work hours on internalising problems is due to 
the way in which internalising problems is measured in my thesis. Here, I aggregate depressive 
symptoms, anxiety symptoms and peer relationship problems into a single internalising prob-
lems scale, as is commonplace in the sociological literature (e.g., Gialamas et al., 2014; Good-
man et al., 2010). However, this aggregation might be problematic; e.g., empirical studies in 
epidemiology have documented different patterns for anxiety and depression (e.g., Betts et al., 
2016). Decomposing the internalising problems scale into its three subscales and examining 
their separate associations with maternal work hours is beyond the scope of this thesis, but may 
be the focus of subsequent research. 
 
Job Flexibility  
The third research hypothesis stated that maternal job flexibility would be associated with bet-
ter children’s socio-emotional functioning. This hypothesis was also supported by my findings 
using the LSAC data. In the model without mediators, maternal job flexibility showed an as-
sociation with children’s socio-emotional functioning. Specifically, the difference in the SDQ 
between mothers working in very inflexible jobs and mothers working in very flexible jobs 
amounts to about 5.6% of its SD.30 
                                               
30 A note on this calculation is due here. A one-unit increase in job flexibility is associated with a decrease of 0.08 
units in the SDQ total score, or 1.3% of its SD. Since job flexibility is measured in a 5-point Likert scale, this 
suggests that children whose mothers work in very inflexible jobs have SDQ scores which are on average 0.32 
units (0.08*4=0.32) greater than those of otherwise equal children whose mothers work in very flexible jobs. This 
amounts to 5.6% of the SDQ’s SD. The same logic applies to other calculations of this sort below. 
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My findings differ from other Australian research that failed to find an association between job 
flexibility and children’s behavioural outcomes in dual-earner families (Dockery et al., 2009). 
Differences in the results might be due to differences in the samples. Dockery and colleagues 
(2009) used data from the HILDA Survey and focused on adolescents aged 15 to 20 years, 
while my data came from LSAC and comprised a sample of younger children aged 4 to 15. 
The results reported here are however in line with those of the vast majority of previous inter-
national studies, where the most common finding is a negative association between maternal 
job inflexibility and child wellbeing (Grzywacz et al., 2016; Han, 2006; Li et al., 2014). The 
associations in this thesis were somewhat weak, compared to those of other studies. This might 
derive from the fact that my sample was exclusively comprised of children in ‘intact’ families. 
This means that, when the child’s mother is unable to allocate sufficient or appropriate re-
sources to the child due to working in an inflexible job, the child’s father may step in. There-
fore, in this family arrangement, the negative effects of maternal job inflexibility (e.g., insuffi-
cient supervision) could be compensated by the presence of the father, something that is argu-
ably less likely in one-parent or reconstituted families.  
When considering the two components of children’s overall socio-emotional outcomes sepa-
rately, I again obtained evidence that splitting the SDQ into externalising problems and inter-
nalising problems can be insightful: while maternal job flexibility led to fewer children’s ex-
ternalising problems (0.2 units, 6.2% of the externalising problems SD), it showed no associa-
tion with children’s internalising problems. The lack of association between maternal job flex-
ibility and internalising problems goes against the findings from previous studies, most of 
which were conducted in the US (see Daniel, Grzywacz, Leerkes, Tucker, & Han, 2009; Joshi 
& Bogen, 2007). In these studies, there was empirical evidence of a positive association be-
tween maternal job flexibility and child wellbeing. One possible explanation for the lack of 
association might derive from the differences between Australian and the US social fabrics, as 
aforementioned.  
 
Job Security  
The fourth and final of the research hypotheses proposed that maternal job security should be 
associated with better children’s socio-emotional functioning. My empirical findings using the 
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LSAC data support this hypothesis: the higher the level of job insecurity experienced by moth-
ers, the poorer their children’s socio-emotional outcomes. Specifically, the difference in the 
SDQ between mothers working in very insecure jobs and mothers working in very secure jobs 
amounts to about 23.1% of its SD. To highlight the importance of the maternal job security 
effect, it should be mentioned that using this approach this variable had the third strongest 
effect on the SDQ – after maternal angry parenting and the child’s gender. This means that 
maternal job security is at least as important for children’s socio-emotional outcomes as many 
other factors which have received more attention in the literature. 
This finding is consistent with those of many previous empirical studies examining job insecu-
rity, referred to as precarious employment in some of the literature (e.g., the US studies such 
as by Gassman-Pines and colleagues 2014; Gassman-Pines and colleagues 2015; Johnson and 
colleagues 2012 and an Australian study by Lam and colleagues 2016. When ‘pulling apart’ 
the two scales of the SDQ, increases in maternal job insecurity were associated with increases 
in children’s internalising problems (0.88 units, 33.33% of the SD), and with visibly smaller 
effects on children’s externalising problems (0.51 units, 15.84% of the SD).  
This pattern of results is consistent with theoretical postulations from the family stress perspec-
tive and the family investment perspective. Job insecurity is associated with powerlessness in 
maintaining the continuity of one’s job (Sora et al., 2009), which may have detrimental impacts 
on mothers’ mental health and, in turn, on their parenting (Coyne & Thompson, 2011). This 
would lead into poorer children’s socio-emotional functioning. Job insecurity may also restrict 
the willingness of parents to purchase stimulating materials, experiences and services that can 
enhance child wellbeing – as they may not risk spending money on these resources if they 
believe their sources of income are not secure. Furthermore, maternal job insecurity could also 
have some indirect negative impacts on child wellbeing through its known associations with 
family dissolution (Cheng & Chan, 2008), which is sometimes associated with child neglect 
(Schneider, 2016). 
Overall, the findings suggest that maternal work hours, job flexibility and job security were 
associated with children’s overall socio-emotional functioning, as well as with the rate of ex-
ternalising child problem behaviours. However, only maternal job security was statistically 
significantly associated with the rate of children’s Internalising Problems. 
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Key Findings: The Role of Parental Resources 
In this research, I also contributed to knowledge by investigating parental resources as potential 
mediators of the relationships between maternal employment and job characteristics (work 
hours, job flexibility and job security) and children’s socio-emotional wellbeing (SDQ total 
score, internalising problems and externalising problems). Following the family resource 
framework, I considered three sets of parental resources that (i) could be theorised as being 
influenced by the mother’s employment situation, and (ii) are known to have impacts on child 
outcomes, including emotional and behavioural outcomes. These parental resources were pa-
rental mental health, parenting style and household income. Evidence across models indicated 
that, for the most part, these parental resources were in fact important determinants of chil-
dren’s socio-emotional outcomes. 
Each one-unit increase in maternal mental health was associated with lower scores in the SDQ 
(1.19 units, 19.9% of SD), internalising problems (0.68 units, 17.7% of SD) and externalising 
problems variables (0.49 units, 14.1% of SD). Meanwhile, each one-unit increase in paternal 
mental health was associated with lower SDQ scores (0.29 units, 4.9% of SD) and internalising 
problems scores (0.16 units, 5.8% of SD). Paternal mental health was not statistically signifi-
cantly associated with externalising problems. Increases in maternal and paternal angry parent-
ing were associated with higher SDQ total score by 2.82 units (47.4% of SD) and 0.99 units 
(16.6% of SD), respectively. 
Parenting practices were also an important resource prompting child wellbeing. Each one-unit 
increase in maternal and paternal angry parenting was associated with higher internalising 
problems by 0.67 units (24.2% of SD) and 0.20 units (6% of SD), respectively. The same pat-
tern of results was apparent for externalising problems: maternal and paternal angry parenting 
were associated with higher externalising problems, by 1.67 units (50.2% of the SD for a one-
unit increase) and 0.65 units (19.5% of the SD for a one-unit increase), respectively. Each one-
unit increase in maternal warm parenting was associated with lower SDQ scores (0.65 units, 
10.9% of SD) and externalising problems (0.10 units, 3% of SD), while paternal warm parent-
ing was associated with fewer SDQ scores (0.24 units, 4% of SD) and internalising problems 
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(0.13 units, 4.7% of SD). Maternal warm parenting was not associated with internalising prob-
lems; whereas paternal warm parenting was not associated with externalising problems. The 
contrast between maternal warm parenting and paternal warm parenting was interesting: while 
maternal warm parenting was associated with fewer children’s externalising problems; paternal 
warm parenting was associated with fewer children’s internalising problems. It is possible that 
children react differently to their mother’s and father’s parenting style, or that fathers and moth-
ers adapt their parenting style in different manners when their children exhibit internalising 
problems or externalising problems. 
Household income was also associated with child wellbeing in these data. Children in the ‘mod-
erate-income’ and ‘high-income’ categories had lower scores in the SDQ than children in the 
‘poor-income’ category, by respectively 0.30 units (or 5% of the SD of the SDQ) and 0.39 units 
(or 6.5% in the SD of the SDQ). Similarly, children in moderate and high-income households 
had fewer externalising problems than children in poor-income categories by 0.17 units (5% of 
the SD for externalising problems) and 0.22 units (6.6% of its SD). These results contribute to 
the body of literature on child poverty, demonstrating that living in households where the in-
come is below 70% of equivalised median income was associated with poorer socio-emotional 
wellbeing in children.31 This is consistent with the findings from previous international studies 
(Brooks-Gunn & Duncan, 1997; Duncan et al., 2013; Duncan & Magnuson, 2011; Duncan et 
al., 2010; Duncan & Duncan, 2009; Ludwig et al., 2012, 2013; Schindler et al., 2015). The lack 
of association between household income and children’s internalising problems in the maternal 
job characteristics models is however intriguing, and goes against the findings of at least one 
prior US study (Zachrisson & Dearing, 2015). This calls for further research. 
Altogether, this constitutes evidence in favour of the propositions of the family resources 
framework and lends support to previous empirical evidence. However, there was less evidence 
that these parental resources were indeed the channels via which maternal employment and job 
characteristics impact on children’s socio-emotional outcomes. When mediation was evaluated 
‘informally’ (i.e., by visual inspection of the coefficients on maternal employment/job charac-
teristics in null and full models) the results showed some, albeit weak, evidence of mediation. 
                                               
31 70% of the median income is an indicator of social deprivation (Saunders, 2005, p. 139). 
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The coefficients on maternal job security and maternal job flexibility reduced in a visible fash-
ion with the addition of the parental resource variables. Maternal job flexibility did in fact 
become statistically insignificant in the full models. However, for maternal employment and 
maternal work hours there was no marked evidence of any such pattern. When mediation was 
evaluated more formally (i.e., via Wald tests comparing the coefficients on maternal employ-
ment/job characteristics in null and full models) the picture was different. Only maternal job 
security and job flexibility in the SDQ model and maternal job security in the externalising 
problems model were found to be formally mediated by the parental resource variables. 
The weak evidence of mediation found for our variables capturing parental resources is inter-
esting, as it goes against the predictions of the parental resources framework. In part, their 
collective inability to mediate the associations between maternal employment and job charac-
teristics and children’s socio-emotional outcomes may be due to the exclusion of variables 
explicitly measuring the amount and quality of mother-child time. For instance, the quality and 
quantity that parents (particularly mothers) spend on their children has been found to be posi-
tively correlated with good child outcomes (see e.g., Hsin & Felfe, 2014; Price, 2008; Shonkoff 
& Phillips, 2000), and negatively correlated with parental work hours (e.g., Crouter & Bumpus, 
2001; Roxburgh, 2012). However, it is also possible that the parental resources framework is 
ignoring other resources which may be differentially distributed between mothers in and out of 
employment, mothers working fewer and more hours, and mothers in good and bad jobs, and 
which also promote child wellbeing. One example is parental social capital and social net-
works, whereby parents with dense and rich networks would have the possibility to share in-
formation related to child upbringing that could lead onto improvements in child wellbeing. 
Only future research that also considers also mother-child in the models could satisfactorily 
answer this question. 
 
Implications for Policy and Practice 
The findings from this thesis have important implications for policy and practice. 
First, my results on maternal employment status and employment hours fit squarely within 
current debates about maternal labour force participation and its likely impacts on children. 
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Governments can either incentivise or dis-incentivise mothers’ participation in employment. 
Those in favour of incentivizing mothers’ employment highlight the importance of women’s 
work in contributing to family economic resources and in addressing gender inequalities in 
socio-economic outcomes. Those in favour of dis-incentivizing it often make arguments around 
the wellbeing of children, arguing that appropriate child development is contingent on the pres-
ence of the mother in the family home. My findings indicate that women’s participation into 
paid employment per se is not detrimental to their children’s socio-emotional development. In 
fact, the children of employed mothers do better than the children of non-employed mothers. 
However, children achieve an optimal level of socio-emotional functioning when their mothers 
do not work long hours, especially when they work in short-part time arrangements. In recent 
years, the Australian Government has made a step towards creating a tax and welfare system 
which highlights the importance of labour force participation – including the labour force par-
ticipation of mothers with young children (McClure et al., 2015). In light of my findings for 
contemporary Australia, this seems a reasonable move so long as mothers are not pressured 
into working long hours – or, as I will discuss below, are not employed in poor-quality jobs.  
Second, my findings on maternal job characteristics clearly highlight that simply looking at 
maternal labour force participation is not enough to fully understand the effects of maternal 
work on children, and obscures heterogeneity in children’s socio-emotional outcomes when 
mothers work in jobs with different characteristics. In addition to the importance of work hours 
discussed before, job security and job flexibility were also shown to matter for child outcomes. 
Children whose mothers work in inflexible or insecure jobs fare poorer than their peers, con-
trolling for an encompassing set of factors. This suggests that Government and workplace pol-
icies aimed at improving job security and job flexibility would not only have impacts on the 
workers in those jobs, but would have spill-over effects onto their children. These are aspects 
which are rarely accounted for in evaluations of such policies, where the emphasis is on the 
employee, and which should be taken into account. Investing in improving mothers’ employ-
ment situation is thus a way to reduce subsequent child problems, which may in turn lead to 
lower social costs. For example, some longitudinal studies have demonstrated that children and 
adolescents externalising problems are a strong predictor of subsequent alcohol drinking be-
haviours (e.g., Farmer et al., 2016; Vanyukov et al., 2012), which in turn has negative conse-
quences for mental and physical health, family relationships, or workplace productivity (Laslett 
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et al., 2010). And this is only one of the negative consequences of poor socio-emotional out-
comes during childhood – others include cigarette smoking, marijuana and other substance use, 
unprotected sex, teenage pregnancy, crime and suicide (e.g., Aizer, 2004; Aughinbaugh & Git-
tleman, 2004). Therefore, developing targeted policies that improve the socio-emotional out-
comes of children is not just a matter of social justice, but also has a strong economic rationale. 
As shown in this research, improving maternal work arrangements is a policy lever that can be 
pulled to such avail. 
Third, my results on effect differences between maternal and paternal employment and mater-
nal and paternal job characteristics have implications for gender theory. Maternal employment 
and maternal job characteristics were more often and more strongly associated with better chil-
dren’s socio-emotional functioning than paternal employment and job characteristics. That is, 
how well women do in the workplace matters more for the development of their children than 
how well men do in the workplace. In countries such as Australia women are still employed in 
poorer jobs than men (Cassells, Duncan & Ong, 2017). My findings constitute an additional 
evidence in favour of policies aimed at improving the situation of working mothers vis-à-vis 
working fathers and single women, as these improvements should be associated with larger 
positive flow-on consequences for children. 
Fourth, in many of my analyses I found different associations between maternal (and paternal) 
employment and job characteristics and children’s internalising problems and externalising 
problems. For example, maternal employment was more strongly associated with internalising 
problems than with externalising problems. Similarly, maternal work hours were not statisti-
cally associated with internalising problems, but led to significant increases in externalising 
problems. The recurrence of these divergences highlights the importance of distinguishing be-
tween internalising problems and externalising problems in social research. Although internal-
ising problems and externalising problems are often comorbid, they capture two independent 
categories of disorders and are differentially associated with parental work factors. When con-
sidering the overall pattern of results, externalising problems was associated with all maternal 
job characteristics, but internalising problems was only associated with maternal job security. 
Hence, children’s self-regulation (depression; anxiety; antisocial behaviours), self-definition 
(peer relationships; hyperactivity and inattention disorders) and impulse controls (conduct 
problems; anxiety; antisocial behaviours) seem more likely to be jeopardised by exposure to 
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poor maternal job characteristics – most importantly maternal job insecurity. As discussed be-
fore, internalising problems and externalising problems experienced during childhood and ad-
olescence may bear different long-term economic costs and require different interventions. 
These results highlight the importance of splitting children’s socio-emotional outcomes in re-
search to increase our ability to prepare for their likely consequences at the societal and indi-
vidual levels. 
Fifth, my findings have broader implications for the intergenerational reproduction of ad-
vantage. As posed in labour market segmentation theory (Reich et al., 1973) gaining a stable, 
high-paying job requires non-cognitive skills such as dependability, and submission to the rules 
and authorities of the organisation. This implies that employability highly depends on employ-
ees’ socio-emotional functioning, and their capability to adjust their behaviours accordingly. 
Lack of such social skills and poor socio-emotional functioning are likely to be associated with 
job instability with dim prospects. My findings indicate that suboptimal job arrangements 
amongst mothers lead to suboptimal socio-emotional functioning in their children, which has 
implications for their subsequent employability prospects. Because of their poor social skills, 
these children are likely to have jobs with poor characteristics, starting again the circle of ine-
quality. In other words, parents hand down their job characteristics to their children. This is not 
only theoretically insightful for our understanding of how intergenerational occupational ine-
quality reproduces itself, but it is also directly relevant for Government policy aimed at break-
ing these cycles. 
 
Study Limitations & Further Research Avenues 
Despite its contributions, this study has certain methodological and scope limitations that I will 
discuss in turn. 
A first set of limitations is data-driven, and relates to the LSAC’s coverage and panel attrition. 
While LSAC is a unique dataset that is nationally representative of Australian children and 
provides comprehensive information on their lives for over 12 years, it has some limitations. 
First, children living in remote areas of Australia were not sampled in LSAC (Australian Insti-
tute of Family Studies, 2015, p. 55). Hence, my results cannot be extrapolated to those children. 
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Second, as in all other longitudinal surveys, LSAC suffers from panel attrition due to families 
dropping out of the sample over time. As noted in Table 1, only 72.4% of the Wave 1 respond-
ents were still in the study in Wave 6 (Australian Institute of Family Studies, 2015, p. 56). Such 
attrition shows certain patterns; meaning that participant drop-out it is not random and children 
with some characteristics had higher dropout rates. This applies to children whose mothers 
were younger at the time of giving birth and had lower levels of education or lower proficiency 
in speaking English, and families who reside in rental homes, as well as children in Indigenous, 
migrants, and less-advantaged families (Norton et al., 2015). Hence, these children are un-
derrepresented in my analysis, potentially introducing some bias into the results. While 
weighting for non-random attrition is an option to minimise potential biases, the relevant meth-
ods are not well developed yet, and may introduce additional issues and complexities (Vandec-
asteele & Debels, 2007). Yet, confidence can be drawn from the fact that LSAC’s attrition rates 
are low. A further data-driven limitation is that theoretically important variables were either 
not available in LSAC, were only asked in some study waves, or were not asked in a sufficiently 
accurate fashion. Most importantly, in the job flexibility literature many studies utilise 
measures of parental shift work and work schedule – e.g., working weekends, working nights, 
working evenings, working non-day shifts, rotating shifts and non-standard schedules (e.g., 
Dunifon et al., 2013; Joshi & Bogen, 2007; Li et al., 2014; Perry-Jenkins et al., 2007). But only 
some of this information was available in LSAC, and in limited waves only. For example, the 
variables capturing whether and how often parents worked after 6pm or overnight or how often 
they worked on Saturdays or Sundays were only asked in waves 1 and 2. Hence, their inclusion 
would have severely reduced the sample size and longitudinal observation window. 
Due to the necessary focused scope of an research project, there were also substantive limita-
tions to my research that must be acknowledged. One such limitation is my sole focus on chil-
dren with both biological parents, which means that children living in progressively more prev-
alent family types (such as single-parent and reconstituted households) were excluded from 
this study. This restriction was necessary because full consideration of children in these family 
types would have involved paying attention to aspects such as children’s socio-emotional well-
being before and after the event such as divorce. The relationships between maternal employ-
ment and job characteristics and child outcomes may be different in these family types, and so 
future research in this area is required. Second, while my empirical modelling was derived from 
the family resources framework, I was missing an important parental resource: the quality and 
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amount of time that mother and child spend together. While LSAC is unique in including time-
use diaries that could be used to such purpose, these diaries are only available for some children 
and some waves. Hence, accounting for mother-child time in my research would have entailed 
sacrificing other study components. Therefore, further research should consider whether and 
how mother-child time (and possibly father-child time) account for the observed associations 
between maternal employment and job characteristics and children’s socio-emotional out-
comes. Third, some studies have found that maternal work impacts boys and girls, or younger 
and older children differently. In my sample, I pool together a very heterogeneous group of 
children and so these distinctions are masked. Future studies may consider how the effects of 
maternal employment and job characteristics affect different groups of children differently, 
e.g., depending on their gender or age, or the involvement of the father. More precision to my 
analyses could have also been gained by further disaggregating of the SDQ into its five sub-
scales (emotional symptoms, hyperactivity and inattention, conduct problems, prosocial be-
haviour, and peer relationship problems), rather than the two scales that I use (internalising 
problems and externalising problems). This is important to reduce heterogeneity in the disor-
ders considered under the scales. For example, one component of the internalising problems 
scale measures peer relationship problems, while the other measures emotional symptoms (de-
pression and anxiety) behaviours. These represent two sets of disorders which are intrinsically 
different, require different interventions and treatments, have different social origins and po-
tentially have different impacts on wellbeing and life trajectories (e.g., Blasco-Fontecilla et al., 
2016). Therefore, much can be gained by undertaking further research that examines the asso-
ciations between maternal employment and job characteristics and each component of the SDQ 
separately. 
In addition to further research aimed at correcting these shortcomings, my findings also point 
to potentially fruitful avenues for further research. While I examined the impacts of maternal 
employment and maternal job characteristics on children’s socio-emotional wellbeing, my 
analyses could be extended to compare how these affect other domains of child wellbeing. This 
could include cognitive development, academic success or physical health. In addition, it is 
possible that there are reciprocal relationships between maternal work and child outcomes. In 
this thesis, as in most of the literature, the assumption is that maternal inputs affect child out-
comes. However, it is naïve to think that mothers (and fathers) do not adapt their employment 
situation to cater for the children’s socio-emotional needs. If this was the case, it would be 
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important to also consider how children’s socio-emotional wellbeing affects maternal employ-
ment and maternal job characteristics. This would require sophisticated methodological ap-
proaches that exploit the panel data to account for reverse causation and feedback effects, e.g., 
simultaneous equation modelling (Marcoulides & Schumacker, 2013; Zellner & Theil, 1962), 
multilevel multi-process models (Haynes, Baxter, Hewitt, & Western, 2015; Lillard & Waite, 
1993), or instrumental-variable regression (Angrist et al., 1996; Swanson et al., 2015). Another 
important factor to which more attention could be paid is the timing of exposure to poor ma-
ternal jobs. As previously discussed, early life experiences (e.g. during the first 3 or 5 years) 
have been argued to bear more important consequences on child wellbeing than later childhood 
experiences (Heckman, 2006). Therefore, considering the timing of exposure to poor maternal 
jobs, as well as the duration and sequencing of such exposure could be important in examining 
the relationships between maternal job characteristics and children’s socio-emotional wellbe-
ing. Finally, in this thesis I separated maternal work hours fell into three discrete categories 
(i.e. less than 20 hours, 20 to 35 hours, and more than 35 hours). Further research could attempt 
to identify a specific ‘sweet spot’ of work hours that serves children’s outcomes best. 
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Conclusion 
Children’s socio-emotional functioning is an important factor affecting children’s capability 
development and, through this, a significant determinant of children’s subsequent life out-
comes as adolescents and adults. Hence, identifying and redressing the risk factors that influ-
ence children’s socio-emotional functioning is an important goal of academics and policymak-
ers alike, as it is key to creating a fairer and more productive society. 
My research highlights how maternal employment and maternal job characteristics are im-
portant factors which can promote or impair children’s overall socio-emotional functioning, as 
well as the rate at which children develop internalising and externalising problem behaviors. 
More specifically, the pattern of results reported in this thesis suggests that promoting mothers’ 
entry into the workforce, supporting their work-family balance, and improving their working 
conditions would result in important improvements to their children’s mental health. 
Labor market conditions in post-industrial economies continue to change in rather substantial 
and unpredictable ways, with trends towards increasingly precarious employment, long work 
hours, and inflexible work arrangements. Within this context, it is imperative that we continue 
gathering information on the ways in which parents engage with the labour market, and how 
this affects not only their personal outcomes, but also those of their children. 
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Appendices 
Appendix 1. Availability of Information on the SDQ 
Table 13. Availability of information on the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire in LSAC 
   Sample 1 Sample 2 
 Cohort Waves Observations Mean Median Observations Mean Median 
Mother-reported SDQ B 3-6 29,701 9.28 8 20,967 8.82 8 
K 1-6 
 
Father-reported SDQ B 4-6 12,663 8.84 8 9,705 8.59 8 
K 4-6 
 
Teacher/Carer reported SDQ B 3-6 24,574 7.90 6 17,508 7.58 6 
K 1-6 
 
Study child reported SDQ B 6 10,383 11.42 11 8,070 11.22 10 
K 4-6 
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6.
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Appendix 2. Age-Specific Distributions of Outcomes Variables 
Figure 15. Age-specific distributions of the SDQ total score 
 
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6.
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Figure 16. Age-specific distributions of the internalising problem behaviour variable 
  
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. 
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Figure 17. Age-specific distributions of externalising problem behaviour variable 
  
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. 
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Appendix 3. Age-Specific Descriptive Statistics 
Table 14. Age-specific descriptive statistics on the outcome variables 
 Age Sample 1 Sample 2 
  Mean 
(SD) 
Median Obs. Mean 
(SD) 
Median Obs. 
SDQ total score 
(ranges from 0 to 50) 
4-5 10.79 
(5.87) 
10 6,953 10.27 
(5.53) 
10 4,163 
6-7 9.27 
(5.71) 
8 6,522 8.96 
(5.52) 
8 4,364 
8-9 8.84 
(5.93) 
8 5,739 8.49 
(5.68) 
7 4,270 
10-11 8.57 
(6.03) 
7 5,558 8.17 
(5.71) 
7 4,222 
12-13 8.48 
(6.05) 
7 2,633 8.13 
(5.76) 
7 2,085 
14-15 8.49 
(6.20) 
 
7 2,296 8.20 
(5.91) 
7 1,863 
Internalising problems 
(ranges from 0 to 20) 
4-5 2.99 
(2.54) 
2 6,954 2.76 
(2.36) 
2 4,163 
6-7 2.91 
(2.65) 
2 6,522 2.74 
(2.54) 
2 4,364 
8-9 2.92 
(2.75) 
2 5,740 2.73 
(2.62) 
2 4,270 
10-11 3.06 
(2.94) 
2 5,558 2.87 
(2.78) 
2 4,222 
12-13 3.15 
(2.93) 
2 2,633 3.01 
(2.79) 
2 2,085 
14-15 3.24 
(3.09) 
 
2 2,296 3.12 
(2.98) 
2 
 
1,863 
Externalising problems 
(ranges from 0 to 20) 
4-5 5.56 
(3.45) 
5 6,955 5.32 
(3.32) 
5 4,164 
6-7 4.67 
(3.21) 
4 6,525 4.58 
(3.16) 
4 4,365 
8-9 4.33 
(3.28) 
4 5,739 4.21 
(3.19) 
4 4,270 
10-11 4.10 
(3.21) 
4 5,558 3.97 
(3.13) 
3 4,222 
12-13 3.40 
(3.10) 
3 2,633 3.56 
(3.01) 
3 2,085 
14-15 3.37 
(3.06) 
3 2,296 3.25 
(2.97) 
3 1,863 
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6.  
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Appendix 4. Correlation Matrix  
Table 15. Correlations between outcome, explanatory and mediating variables 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 
SDQ (1) 1                
Internalising problems (2) .72* 1               
Externalising problems (3) .85* .34* 1              
Maternal work hours (4) .02 .02 .03 1             
Paternal work hours (5) -.01 .01 -.01 -.08 1            
Maternal job security (6) -.12* -.11* -.08 .07 .03 1           
Paternal job security (7) -.06 -.07 -.03 -.03 .08 .13* 1          
Maternal job flexibility (8) -.04 -.03 -.03 -.01 .01 .19* .05 1         
Paternal job flexibility (9) -.06 -.05 -.04 -.06 .06 .07 .22* .11* 1        
Maternal mental health (10) -.28* -.26* -.22* -.02 .01 .21* .07 .11* .05 1       
Paternal mental health (11) -.13* -.10* -.11* -.00 .01 .08 .22* .03 .13* .19* 1      
Maternal angry parenting (12) .50* .24* .50* -.02 -.01 -.08 -.03 -.06 -.02 -.24* -.09 1     
Paternal angry parenting (13) .35* .17* .35* -.01 -.00 -.04 -.07 -.04 -.05 -.12* -.21* .40* 1    
Maternal warm parenting (14) -.21* -.12* -.14* -.01 -.00 .07 .02 .05 -.00 .11* .05 -.40* -.19* 1   
Paternal warm parenting (15) -.13* -.10* -.08 -.01 -.03 .04 .07 .04 .06 .06 .08 -.16* -.38* .30* 1  
Household income (16) -.08 -.04 -.08 .23* .06 .09 .03 .05 .02 .09 .06 -.00 -.02 -.01 .03 1 
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. Sample 2. * p<0.1.
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Appendix 5. t Tests 
Table 16. Age-specific t tests for employment status 
Age SDQ total score Internalising problems Externalising problems 
 t Mean diff. t Mean diff. t Mean diff. 
4-5 
 
9.11*** 1.31 8.75*** 0.55 6.95*** 0.59 
6-7 
 
5.56*** 0.85 7.14*** 0.51 2.79* 0.24 
8-9 
 
7.08*** 1.31 7.95*** 0.68 4.27*** 0.44 
10-11 
 
8.36*** 1.66 8.23*** 0.80 5.06*** 0.54 
12-13 
 
5.97*** 1.83 5.05*** 0.75 4.68*** 0.74 
14-15 5.44*** 1.99 4.69*** 0.86 4.14*** 0.75 
4-15 20.66*** 1.61 16.27*** 0.59 16.92*** 0.74 
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. Sample1. Significance levels: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
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Appendix 6. ANOVA tests 
Table 17. Age-specific ANOVA tests for job characteristics 
Age-group Variables SDQ total score Internalising problems Externalising problems 
  F F F 
4-5 Work hours 3.60* 3.48* 4.97** 
 Job security 20.62*** 18.61*** 12.83*** 
 Job flexibility 5.93*** 1.66 4.48** 
6-7 Work hours 7.92*** 1.74 13.15*** 
 Job security 17.98*** 21.31*** 5.43*** 
 Job flexibility 4.40** 1.68 3.70** 
8-9 Work hours 4.55* 4.26* 7.19*** 
 Job security 15.26*** 15.49*** 6.83*** 
 Job flexibility 3.88** 1.64 3.74** 
10-11 Work hours 0.29 0.09 0.66 
 Job security 11.75*** 13.16*** 2.09† 
 Job flexibility 2.03† 1.53 1.52 
12-13 Work hours 0.54 2.42† 0.53 
 Job security 16.67*** 13.78*** 8.26*** 
 Job flexibility 4.81*** 2.35† 3.13* 
14-15 Work hours 2.33† 3.59* 2.05 
 Job security 12.39*** 9.84*** 3.93** 
 Job flexibility 4.19** 2.02† 3.10* 
4 - 15 Work hours 6.03** 7.00*** 5.84** 
 Job security 93.08*** 81.81*** 38.74*** 
 Job flexibility 17.91*** 8.86*** 11.07*** 
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. Sample: Dual-earner families. 
Significance levels: † p<0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Appendix 7. Fully Specified Models, All Estimated Coefficients 
Table 18. Fully specified models for children’s SDQ total score, internalising and externalising 
problems, employment 
 SDQ Internalising 
problems 
Externalising 
problems 
Study child is female -1.49*** 0.06 -0.97*** 
Age SC stopped breastfeeding (Years) -0.48*** -0.15*** -0.30*** 
SC Indigenous Status 1.35*** 0.65** 0.56* 
Language at home is English -0.13 -0.44*** 0.29** 
Cohort is K 0.13 0.00 0.08 
Study child's age -0.21*** 0.03*** -0.17*** 
Mother's age when SC was born -0.02 -0.00 -0.03*** 
Mother has a bachelor degree or higher -0.75*** -0.23*** -0.49*** 
Study Child has a sibling (ref: None)    
Younger -0.98*** -0.16 -0.74*** 
Older -0.99*** -0.53*** -0.34*** 
Both younger and older -1.23*** -0.45*** -0.60*** 
Somebody in the home is disabled (not SC) 0.21** 0.08* 0.08* 
Stressful life events index 0.04* 0.05*** 0.02* 
SEIFA score -0.30*** -0.19*** -0.12*** 
Maternal employment status (ref: Non-employed)    
Employed -0.31*** -0.18*** -0.10* 
Paternal employment status (ref: Non-employed)    
Employed -0.16 -0.12 -0.08 
Maternal mental health -1.25*** -0.69*** -0.50*** 
Paternal mental health -0.26*** -0.18*** -0.06 
Maternal angry parenting scale 2.77*** 0.67*** 1.63*** 
Paternal angry parenting scale 1.04*** 0.18*** 0.67*** 
Maternal warm parenting scale -0.76*** -0.09* -0.18*** 
Paternal warm parenting scale -0.28*** -0.14*** -0.04 
Household income (ref: Poor-income families)    
Low-income families -0.31** -0.11 -0.12* 
Moderate-income families -0.44*** -0.14* -0.19** 
High-income families -0.50*** -0.14* -0.22** 
N (observations) 20,215 20,216 20,217 
N (individuals) 6,402 6,402 6,402 
R2 (overall) 0.353 0.145 0.361 
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. Random-effect panel regression models. Sample: 
All mothers with partners. Significance levels: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
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Table 19. Fully specified models for children’s SDQ total score, internalising and externalising 
problems, job characteristics 
 SDQ Internalising 
problems 
Externalising 
problems 
Study child is female -1.38*** 0.13* -0.92*** 
Age SC stopped breastfeeding (Years) -0.41*** -0.12* -0.26*** 
SC Indigenous Status 0.83 0.56* 0.31 
Language at home is English 0.07 -0.22* 0.31** 
Cohort is K 0.10 -0.02 0.06 
Study child's age -0.21*** 0.03*** -0.17*** 
Mother's age when SC was born -0.02 -0.00 -0.03*** 
Mother has a bachelor degree or higher -0.71*** -0.19** -0.51*** 
Study Child has a sibling (ref: None)    
Younger -1.09*** -0.14 -0.84*** 
Older -1.05*** -0.53*** -0.32** 
Both younger and older -1.25*** -0.41** -0.61*** 
Somebody in the home is disabled (not SC) 0.28** 0.16*** 0.06 
Stressful life events index 0.03 0.05*** 0.02 
SEIFA score -0.19* -0.17*** -0.04 
Maternal work hours (ref: Fewer than 20)    
20 to 35 0.21* 0.00 0.18*** 
More than 35 0.36** 0.10 0.28*** 
Paternal work hours (ref: Fewer than 20)    
20 to 35 0.11 -0.07 0.04 
35 to 50 0.34 0.14 0.04 
More than 50 0.36 0.18 0.07 
Maternal job security -0.29*** -0.15*** -0.09** 
Paternal job security -0.02 -0.02 0.00 
Maternal job flexibility 0.00 0.03 -0.01 
Paternal job flexibility -0.12** -0.05* -0.04 
Maternal mental health -1.19*** -0.68*** -0.49*** 
Paternal mental health -0.28** -0.16** -0.06 
Maternal angry parenting scale 2.82*** 0.67*** 1.67*** 
Paternal angry parenting scale 0.99*** 0.20*** 0.65*** 
Maternal warm parenting scale -0.65*** -0.04 -0.10* 
Paternal warm parenting scale -0.24** -0.13** -0.03 
Household income (ref: Poor-income families)    
Low-income families -0.14 0.04 -0.11 
Moderate-income families -0.30 -0.04 -0.17 
High-income families -0.39* -0.03 -0.22* 
N (observations) 13,472 13,472 13,473 
N (individuals) 5,018 5,018 5,018 
R2 (overall) 0.341 0.131 0.357 
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. Random-effect panel regression models. Sample: 
Dual-earner families. Significance levels: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
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Appendix 8. The SDQ total score on 4 scales (score range 0 to 40) 
Table 20. Multivariate associations between maternal employment and children’s SDQ total score (range 0 to 40). 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Wald test 
Maternal employment status (ref: Non-employed)       
Employed 
 
-0.36*** -0.29*** -0.37*** -0.30*** -0.27*** ns 
Paternal employment status (ref: Non-employed)       
Employed 
 
-0.24 -0.19 -0.34* -0.10 -0.19 ns 
Maternal mental health scale  -1.55***   -1.15***  
Paternal mental health scale 
 
 -0.44***   -0.22***  
Maternal angry parenting scale   2.42***  2.30***  
Paternal angry parenting scale   0.90***  0.85***  
Maternal warm parenting scale   -0.32***  -0.27***  
Paternal warm parenting scale 
 
  -0.20***  -0.18**  
Household income (ref: Poor-income families)       
Low-income families    -0.30** -0.22*  
Moderate-income families    -0.38*** -0.31***  
High-income families    -0.44*** -0.34**  
N (observations)     20,215     20,215     20,215     20,215     20,215  
N (individuals)     6,402     6,402     6,402     6,402     6,402  
R2 (overall)     0.085     0.156     0.295     0.086     0.323  
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. Random-effect panel regression models. Sample: All mothers with partners. Significance levels: * p < 0.05, ** p 
< 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
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Table 21. Multivariate associations between maternal job characteristics and children’s SDQ total score (range 0 to 40). 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Maternal work hours (ref: Fewer than 20)      
20 to 35 0.09 0.11 0.17† 0.11 0.20* 
More than 35 0.26* 0.25* 0.32** 0.29* 0.35** 
Paternal work hours (ref: Fewer than 20)      
20 to 35 0.08 0.06 0.11 0.09 0.11 
35 to 50 0.24 0.27 0.28 0.26 0.32 
More than 50 0.33 0.32 0.32 0.36 0.35 
Maternal job security -0.44*** -0.34*** -0.36*** -0.44*** -0.29*** 
Paternal job security -0.09 -0.02 -0.06 -0.08 -0.02 
Maternal job flexibility -0.08* -0.04 -0.03 -0.08* 0.00 
Paternal job flexibility -0.13** -0.11** -0.13*** -0.13** -0.12** 
Maternal mental health  -1.72***   -1.19*** 
Paternal mental health  -0.55***   -0.29** 
Maternal angry parenting scale   2.94***  2.82*** 
Paternal angry parenting scale   1.03**  0.99*** 
Maternal warm parenting scale   -0.70***  -0.65*** 
Paternal warm parenting scale   -0.25***  -0.24** 
Household income (ref: Poor-income families)      
Low-income families    -0.16 -0.14 
Moderate-income families    -0.28† -0.30† 
High-income families    -0.41* -0.39* 
N (observations) 13,472 13,472 13,472 13,472 13,472 
N (individuals) 5,018 5,018 5,018 5,018 5,018 
R2 (overall) 0.086 0.140 0.323 0.086 0.341 
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. Random-effect panel regression models. Sample: All mothers with partners. Significance levels: * p < 0.05, ** p 
< 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
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Appendix 9. Multivariate associations without breastfeeding 
Table 22. Multivariate associations between maternal employment and children’s SDQ total score without  
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Wald test 
Maternal employment status (ref: Non-employed)       
Employed 
 
-0.43*** -0.35*** -0.45*** -0.35*** -0.31*** ns 
Paternal employment status (ref: Non-employed)       
Employed 
 
-0.27 -0.21 -0.38* -0.07 -0.18 ns 
Maternal mental health scale  -1.75***   -1.25***  
Paternal mental health scale 
 
 -0.54***   -0.26***  
Maternal angry parenting scale   2.91***  2.78***  
Paternal angry parenting scale   1.10***  1.04***  
Maternal warm parenting scale   -0.82***  -0.76***  
Paternal warm parenting scale 
 
  -0.31***  -0.28***  
Household income (ref: Poor-income families)       
Low-income families    -0.40*** -0.30**  
Moderate-income families    -0.53*** -0.44***  
High-income families    -0.62*** -0.50***  
N (observations)     20,395     20,395     20,395     20,395     20,395  
N (individuals)     6,463     6,463     6,463     6,463     6,463  
R2 (overall)     0.085     0.153     0.328     0.087     0.352  
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. Random-effect panel regression models. Sample: All mothers with partners. Significance levels: * p < 0.05, ** p 
< 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
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Appendix 10. Summary of key findings 
Table 23. Table of key findings 
 
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. *. Not significant. 
 SDQ total score Internalising problems Externalising problems 
 Null Model Full Model Null Model Full Model Null Model Full Model 
Employment - - - - - - 
Work hours (<20)       
        20 to 35 NS* + NS NS + + 
        >35 + + NS NS + + 
Job security - - - - - - 
Job flexibility - NS NS NS - NS 
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Appendix 11. Indirect effects 
Table 24. Proportions of indirect effects of mediating variables in multivariate associations between maternal employment status and children’s 
SDQ total score 
 
Mental Health 
(Model 2) 
Parenting style 
(Model 3) 
Household income 
(Model 4) 
All mediators 
(Model 5) 
SDQ total score     
Maternal employment status (ref: Non-employed)     
Employed 18.18%†  18.18% 27.27% 
Paternal employment status (ref: Non-employed)     
Employed 24.00%  72.00% 28.00% 
Internalising problems     
Maternal employment status (ref: Non-employed)     
Employed 16.67% 0.00% 8.33% 20.83% 
Paternal employment status (ref: Non-employed)     
Employed   33.33% 27.78% 
Externalising problems     
Maternal employment status (ref: Non-employed)     
Employed 26.67% 0.00% 26.67% 33.33% 
Paternal employment status (ref: Non-employed)     
Employed     
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. †. Only significant coefficients are included. 
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Table 25. Proportions of indirect effects of mediating variables in multivariate associations 
between maternal job characteristics and children’s SDQ total score 
 
Mental 
Health 
(Model 2) 
Parenting 
style 
(Model 3) 
Household 
income 
(Model 4) 
All media-
tors 
(Model 5) 
SDQ total score     
Maternal work hours (ref: Fewer than 20)     
20 to 35     
More than 35 3.85%†    
Paternal work hours (ref: Fewer than 20)     
20 to 35     
35 to 50     
More than 50     
Maternal job security 22.73% 18.18% 0.00% 34.09% 
Paternal job security     
Maternal job flexibility 50.00% 62.50% 0.00% 100.00% 
Paternal job flexibility 15.38% 0.00% 0.00% 7.69% 
Internalising problems     
Maternal work hours (ref: Fewer than 20)     
20 to 35     
More than 35     
Paternal work hours (ref: Fewer than 20)     
20 to 35     
35 to 50     
More than 50     
Maternal job security 22.73% 13.64% 0.00% 31.82% 
Paternal job security 60.00% 20.00% 0.00% 60.00% 
Maternal job flexibility     
Paternal job flexibility 14.29% 14.29% 0.00% 28.57% 
Externalising problems     
Maternal work hours (ref: Fewer than 20)     
20 to 35     
More than 35     
Paternal work hours (ref: Fewer than 20)     
20 to 35     
35 to 50     
More than 50     
Maternal job security 29.41% 29.41% 5.88% 47.06% 
Paternal job security     
Maternal job flexibility 40.00% 60.00% 0.00% 80.00% 
Paternal job flexibility 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 
Notes: LSAC, Cohort B Waves 3 to 6; Cohort K Waves 1 to 6. †. Only significant coefficients are included. 
